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Growth and historic preservation are typically framed as being mutually 
exclusive.  Since growth is inevitable, it behooves cities and towns to focus on 
growth that collaborates with preservation.  This can successfully be achieved by 
creating plans that use existing infrastructure, promote mixed-use neighborhoods, 
and encourage sustainable building efforts.   In Charleston, the main dwelling of 
an individual lot was often accompanied by separate outbuildings such as carriage 
houses, kitchen houses, privies, and laundry buildings.  Many of these out buildings 
remain, and provide an opportunity to create sustainable smart growth and 
sensitive density.  
This thesis analyzes the way property owners in two historic boroughs 
use existing outbuildings in the context of fluctuating density demands.  Reuse 
of existing outbuildings contributes to smart growth on the peninsula and points 
toward future, contextually sensitive, density.  This thesis evaluates how the reuse of 
outbuildings affects the buildings themselves and sets guidelines for the thoughtful 
adaptation of back buildings to meet contemporary needs.
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How can the evolution and adaptive reuse of outbuildings in Charleston, 
South Carolina influence historically sensitive smart growth on the peninsula?
Outbuildings have historically been a target for adaptation; therefore their 
sensitive reuse provides an opportunity to accommodate fluctuating demands for 
urban mixed-use density while maintaining authentic neighborhood context.  This 
project examines the role outbuildings have played from reconstruction after the 
Civil War era to the present, how they currently contribute to smart growth on the 
peninsula, and how these typically small, free standing structures might suggest 
future, contextually sensitive, density.  
In cities across the country, the main house of an individual lot was often 
accompanied by separate outbuildings such as carriage houses, kitchen houses, 
privies, and laundry buildings.  This lot arrangement emerged for a variety of social, 
environmental, and economic reasons primarily having to do with differentiation 
of uses and social structure.1  On Charleston’s peninsula many of these outbuildings 
remain a part of the neighborhood fabric and a physical reminder of the city’s rich 
history.  
One objective of this thesis is to track the way owners lay out and use their 
property with respect to outbuildings, both historically and today.  The focus 
will concentrate on kitchen and carriage houses in the Harleston Village and 
Ansonborough neighborhoods (see figure 1.1). These neighborhoods are strong 
1  For more information on lot development see Gina Haney, In Complete Order: Social Control and 
Architectural Organization in the Charleston Back Lot (Master’s Thesis, University of Virginia, 
1996); Bernard L. Herman, “The Embedded Landscapes of the Charleston Single House, 1780-
1820,” Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture 7 (January 1, 1997): 41–57; and John M. Vlach, “The 
Plantation Tradition in an Urban Setting: The Case of the Aiken-Rhett House in Charleston, South 
Carolina,” Southern Cultures 5, no. 4 (1999): 52–69.
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representatives of Charleston’s density and development patterns. Much is already 
known about the historical use and cultural influences of outbuildings, therefore 
this thesis will discuss primarily how this building type can contribute to the urban 
fabric of today’s city.  Emerging patterns among the outbuildings will be examined 
with respect to lot size, zoning, and programmatic use.  
Fig 1.1: Map depicting the neighborhoods of Harleston Village and Anson-
borough and their relationship on the Charleston peninsula (neighborhood 
boundaries outlined in orange).
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Another aspect of the thesis is a survey of existing outbuildings and how 
they are used today.  This survey will concentrate on Ansonborough and Harleston 
Village neighborhoods while drawing comparisons from other neighborhoods 
on the peninsula. The outbuildings in Harleston Village have contributed to the 
neighborhood’s mix of residential and commercial uses.  Many of these structures 
have been split into multiple units to house students who attend the College 
of Charleston, while others have been sensitively converted into single family 
residences.  Still others have been converted into restaurants and offices, adding to 
the programmatic diversity of the Harleston Village neighborhood.  By comparison, 
many of the outbuildings in Ansonborough remain as a companion structure to 
of the main house.  For those outbuildings that possess a separate function, the 
neighborhood contains many properties with outbuildings converted to apartments 
and condominiums to provide another source of income to the property owner.
In accordance with historic preservation agendas, it is important to seek 
avenues to encourage good adaptive reuse with carriage and kitchen buildings.  
Unlike many of the main houses in Charleston, very few outbuildings are protected 
by established preservation mechanisms for control and protection.  The main 
building on historic properties in Charleston is often afforded protection through 
local tools such as preservation easements or city regulation under the Board 
of Architectural Review.  Without these control mechanisms, poor renovations 
progress uninhibited in outbuildings.  Unsympathetic renovations remove remnants 
of history by altering the physical fabric, configuration, and architectural detailing of 
the building.  
Looking at contemporary issues, reusing existing Charleston outbuildings 
falls into a much larger trend of sustainable building and smart growth agendas.  
The movement of smart growth promotes creating greater density on individual 
4
lots rather than expanding into the suburbs.  In many cities, this idea of greater 
density is achieved by building additional smaller structures on existing properties.  
In Charleston, however, a change in density is easily attained by converting existing 
outbuildings into separate residences or commercial establishments, as found in 
the neighborhoods of Harleston Village and Ansonborough.  The sensitive reuse 
of outbuildings should be promoted because this form of development has the 
potential to maintain Charleston’s authenticity of neighborhood context and aid in 
sprawl issues by providing a degree of density for this expanding city.
Methodology
The thesis is comprised of three main components: comparison of historic 
and present day maps to establish historic lot usage patterns and capture a snapshot 
of present outbuildings; a survey and database of historic and current density in 
each neighborhood, putting the spatial findings into typical planning terms for 
big picture comparison and planning; and documentation of existing carriage and 
kitchen houses as case studies.  
 The first research step was to generate compatible maps for historic and 
contemporary comparison.  The primary resource used for compiling historic 
building configurations was the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps of 1888 and 1944.  
The Sanborn maps were created for assessing fire insurance liability in cities as early 
as 1866 and remain one of the most accurate sources of cartography for the time.2  
They are an excellent source for information such as building address, footprint, 
location, material, number of stories, and often even depict the use of the structure.  
While the 1888 map was not the earliest one done for Charleston, it was the first 
2  “Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps,” Sanborn, http://208.113.248.154/products/fims (accessed Oct 10, 
2012).
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to fully depict the selected study areas.  The prior map (1884) depicted only as far 
north as Laurens Street in Ansonborough and only as far west as St Phillip Street 
in Harleston Village.  The 1944 map was used for this research as a contemporary 
representative because it was the most recent, fully intact map.  For legibility, high 
resolution portions of the maps were pieced together using AutoCAD 2012, Adobe 
InDesign, and Microsoft PowerPoint.  From the stitched Sanborn base map, (one for 
1888 and 1944) an overlay of the building footprints was created using AutoCAD.  
The maps were employed as diagrams to highlight the outbuildings, showing their 
dispersion through the neighborhoods and outbuilding contribution to the overall 
property density over time.  Where information was not derived from the Sanborn 
maps, it was supplemented by the use of historical references such as newspapers, 
photographs, and other maps.  
 The present day map was created using a compilation of Charleston County 
GIS maps and Pictometry.3  An overlay of the present day building footprints was 
created for this contemporary snapshot, as for the Sanborn 1888 and 1944 maps.  
Known kitchen and carriage houses were highlighted.  This series of three maps 
were created to track typical densities as well as changing concentrations over 
time.  The present day map, however, goes one step further in also identifying and 
categorizing the outbuildings’ current functions as single-family residence, multi-
family residence, or commercial based on information gathered from the Charleston 
County parcel map.  
The boundaries of the study area for the 1888, 1944, and 2013 maps were 
determined by the 1888 Sanborn map, and the historic limits for Ansonborough 
and Harleston Village.  The boundaries for Ansonborough are: Calhoun Street to the 
3  Pictometry is a program that combines aerial imagery and GIS data into easily accessible and 
interactive maps.
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north, East Bay Street to the east, Pinckney Street to the south, and Meeting Street to 
the west.  Harleston Village is considered the area contained by Calhoun Street to the 
north, King Street to the east, Queen Street to the south, and the western boundary 
was made up of Pitt, Wilson, and Franklin Streets.  Maintaining the historic bounding 
lines – despite the growth of the area recognized as part of the two neighborhoods 
– limited the sample size and established similar square footage areas for the two 
neighborhoods. Approximately 300 properties lie within the boundary limits for 
each neighborhood.
 The second part of this study took the information shown graphically in the 
present day map and compiled a database to further numerically understand the 
density of Harleston Village and Ansonborough.  The categories for this database, 
compiled by lot, included: property address, number of buildings on the property, 
lot size, main building dimensions, outbuilding dimensions, and the percentage of 
lot coverage.  Two methods were used when calculating the density, lot coverage 
and floor area ratio (FAR).  Lot coverage looks only at the building footprints in 
relation to the entire property’s surface area while FAR calculates the usable square 
footage of the building relative to the property surface area, thereby including the 
building’s number of stories in the equation.  The information from this database 
was then combined with the historic and present day base maps in order to further 
graphically show the changing densities.
 Chapter 4 looks at specific case studies of adaptive reuse of outbuildings in 
the study neighborhoods.  To be considered for case study, the outbuilding had to 
be the original structure and currently used as a separate residence from the main 
house or as a commercial use such as an office, studio, or restaurant.  In selecting 
appropriate case studies, another factor was the ease of access to document the 
building and/or current building plans and photographs.  In addition to drawings 
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and photographs, other resources were consulted to grasp a better idea of the 
property and building’s history.  These resources were often limiting and included 
newspaper articles, Historic Charleston Foundation, Board of Architectural Review, 
and South Carolina Room property files, and personal interviews. When looking 
at existing conditions, either through site visits or drawings and photographs, 
measured drawings were created.  Measured drawings for each case study include 
a general floor plan in order to show spatial relationships.  From these drawings, 
photographic call-outs were made to highlight examples of positive and negative 
adaptive reuse.  Strong examples included outbuildings that have stayed true to the 




The development of Charleston followed the patterns of many port cities 
along the east coast.  Businesses and residences were first constructed along 
the waterfront with the greatest access to maritime commerce.  Then, as the city 
grew, the patterns of development moved inland.  Since the establishment of 
the Charleston peninsula, a dense urban fabric was encouraged.  While the city 
has expanded to cover 164 square miles and includes many suburban areas, the 
peninsula has maintained the structured arrangement of its origin. 1
In 1663, King Charles II of England granted the colony of South Carolina to 
loyal supporters, the men who became the Lords Proprietors.  The first settlement in 
this new territory was on the western bank of the Ashley River at Albemarle Point, 
the present day location of Charles Towne Landing.  However, the Lords Proprietors 
soon realized that Albemarle Point was not an ideal location for a potential port.  
Therefore, the settlement was moved to Oyster Point in 1680, only ten years after 
establishing at Albermarle Point.  Oyster Point was located at the southernmost tip 
of the peninsula, where the Ashley and Cooper Rivers meet (see figure 2.1).  This 
location made for an ideal port and provided much more defensive capability.2  
Accounts of early buildings and development provide proof that Charleston 
was meant to emulate an English town from the start.3  The general layout of the 
city was determined in England, even before the first settlers arrived at the new 
colony of Carolina in 1670.4  Inspiration came from a plan proposed for London after 
1  “Demographic Information,” The Official Website of the City of Charleston, SC, http://www.
charleston-sc.gov/census/ (accessed January 17, 2013).
2  Jonathan Poston, The Buildings of Charleston: a Guide to the City’s Architecture (Columbia, SC: 
University of South Carolina Press, 1997), 16-17.
3  Gene Waddell, Charleston Architecture, 1670-1860 (Charleston, SC: Wyrick, 2003), 37.
4  Paul Bryan Smith, “Conserving Charleston’s Architectural Heritage,” The Town Planning Review 50, 
no. 4 (October 1, 1979): 459–476.
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Fig 2.2: A Platt of Charles Town, Henry A.M. Smith, 1683.  The 
original Grand Modell depicting lot designation before the in-
stallation of the wall (courtesy of South Carolina Room, Charles-
ton County Pulic Library).
Fig 2.1: Settlements on the Ashley River, Henry A.M. Smith’s rec-
reation of surveyor Culpeper’s map, 1671. Depicts the location 
of Albemarle Point on the Ashley River and Oyster Point (court-
esty of South Carolina Room, Charleston County Pulic Library).
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its devastating fire of 1666.  The design called for a grid with two main cross-axial 
streets (see figure 2.2), similar to what could be found from ancient Roman plans.  
Almost immediately following the settlers move to Oyster Point at the south end of 
the Charleston peninsula in 1680 this “Grand Modell” was implemented.  This made 
Charleston only the second city in British colonial North America to have the streets 
laid out before any buildings were constructed. 5  This reveals that topography and 
climate were not originally taken into consideration in the planning of the city.  Also, 
the plan’s creators did not realize that one river was more navigable than the other 
which led to the asymmetrical dispersal of development that favored the Cooper 
River, as seen on earlier maps despite the symmetrical street grid.6
The Grand Modell was designed by Anthony Ashley Cooper, one of the eight 
Lords Proprietors, and his secretary, John Locke, to go along with a constitution 
they  drafted for the new settlement.  This plan divided the peninsula into the 
deep, narrow lots characteristic of seventeenth century British towns.7  Full size 
lots were typically a half-acre with 100 foot frontages.8  Orienting the longer part 
of the lot perpendicular to the street made efficient use of available land while also 
maximizing available street frontage.9  However some elements, such as the original 
boundaries and the central town square, of the plan were quickly adjusted due to a 
constricted waterfront and the plans for a walled city (see figure 2.3).10 
5  Philadelphia was the first
6  Frederic R. Stevenson, “Charleston and Savannah,” Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians 
10, no. 4 (December 1, 1951): 3-9.
7  John Reps, The Making of Urban America: A History of City Planning in the United States (Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1965), 177.
8  Waddell, 37.
9  Martha A. Zierden and Jeanne A. Calhoun, “Urban Adaptation in Charleston, South Carolina, 1730-
1820,” Historical Archaeology 20, no. 1 (January 1, 1986): 29–43.
10  Waddell, 38.
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Construction of the city wall was completed in 1704 as a means to ward off 
Spanish attack.11  The portion of the wall along the Cooper River was made of brick 
while the other three sides were constructed of earth. This made disassembling 
possible when the city needed to expand northward along the navigable river edge.  
Because the wall limited the area of the city protected from invasion, an urban 
density was almost immediately created.  The limiting of the land resource to eighty 
acres protected by the wall caused lots to be subdivided and houses built closer 
together.  This close proximity was encouraged by Lord Ashley Cooper to foster 
trade and mutual assistance among neighbors.  He realized this type of close knit 
community could not be successfully accomplished if people were widely dispersed.  
11  Poston, 17.
Fig 2.3: A Plan of the Town and Harbour of Charles-Town, Edward Crisp, 1711.  
Depicts development within the city walls (courtesy of South Carolina Room, 
Charleston County Pulic Library).
12
A promotional pamphlet from 1672 reflected Ashley’s views:
It is required of them [all settlers] in order to their better settlement that 
they plant together in townes, and built not their houses straglingly one from 
another, such solitary dwellings being incapable of that benefit of trade, [the] 
comfort of society and mutual assistance, which men dwelling together in 
Townes are capable of giving one another.12    
A 1739 view of Charleston presents the clearest visual depiction of this dense 
arrangement of Charleston at the time (see figure 2.4).13  This image shows eighty 
separate structures, some consisting of two or more units under the same roof.  
These units were typically residences above businesses.  This historic mix of use was 
common in Charleston, and elsewhere, as lots and structures often housed multiple 
functions in response to the high cost of desirable land.  Due to the growth and 
success of the port, the Cooper River waterfront was by far the most sought after, 
and therefore expensive, real estate.  In an attempt to maximize water frontages, 
the parcels were further divided past the original half acre area.  Maximizing the 
real estate along the Cooper River resulted in many of the dwellings being built as 
attached row houses.14  Close proximity, as with the attached row house, was further 
encouraged by having owners split the cost of the adjoining, shared wall.15  While 
12  William James Rivers, A Sketch of the History of South Carolina to the Close of the Proprietary 
Government by the Revolution of 1719 (Charleston, SC: McCarter & Co., 1856), 356.
13  B. Roberts, Charles-Town the Metropolis of the Province of South Carolina, Engraving, 1739 (Henry 
Francis DuPont Winterthur Museum).
14  Waddell, 40-45.
15  Nicholas Trott, The Laws of the Province of South-Carolina in Two Parts (Lewis Timothy, 
Charleston, 1736) nos. 346, 394.
Fig 2.4: Charles-Town the Metropolis of the Province of South Carolina Engraving by B. Roberts, 1739 
(courtesy of South Carolina Room, Charleston County Pulic Library).
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not depicted in the 1739 view, outbuildings such as kitchen, stable, and carriage 
(coach) houses existed.  These were omitted from the map to avoid clutter as they 
would have likely tripled the number of buildings depicted.16  
Due to the Charleston’s economic growth and importance during the colonial 
and antebellum periods, residents adapted themselves to the realities of living 
within a rapidly growing commercial center.17  This rapid development caused the 
walled fortifications to be partially disassembled sometime between 1720 and 1730 
so the city could grow.  Once development expanded past the original city limits, 
a grid pattern was maintained despite there being no overall city plan.  Further 
expansion occurred in the nineteenth century when the city began filling in the 
marshes and creeks, expanding the buildable land of the peninsula (see figure 2.5).18
16  Waddell, 46 as indicated in the original engraving caption.
17  Zierden and Calhoun, 29–43.
18  Smith, 459–476.
Fig 2.5: An Original Map of the City of Charleston, South Carolina.  Surveyed by R.P. Bridgens and 
Robert Allen.  Depicting all structures on the peninsula, 1852 (courtesy of South Carolina Room, 
Charleston County Pulic Library).
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An especially devastating fire in 1740 created a real shift in the dynamic 
of architectural style and building material in Charleston.  A large percentage 
of structures on the Charleston peninsula were impacted by this fire.  Only 
approximately 300 buildings remained after its devastation.  Fortunately, 
reconstruction was possible shortly after the fire due to an influx of craftsmen who 
flocked to the city in search of employment.  The city-wide uniformity in design that 
soon followed could largely be attributed to these trained builders.19  
Despite the massive rebuild, the original Grand Modell grid, as well as 
the size and orientation of individual lots, was upheld.  The new buildings were 
generally larger, however, and incorporated stringent new local fire requirements.  
The practice of building attached row houses was abandoned in favor of separate 
dwellings.  Buildings were spaced as far apart as lot size would allow.  Brick began to 
replace wood as the common building material as a further fire precaution.  While 
the conflagrations of Charleston’s history up to 1740 were devastating disasters, 
they gave residents frequent opportunities to make improvements, especially in 
regards to adapting to the climate of the region.20  It was during this time after the 
1740 fire that the “Charleston single house” emerged as a typology.21  
The Charleston Single House
The single house emerged near the end of the eighteenth century as the 
favored dwelling form in Charleston.  The single house originated as a Georgian 
townhouse or row house found throughout early Charleston.  What made the single 
house design more distinct however was turning the house on its end so the gable 
19  Stevenson, 3–9.
20  Alexander and Carolina Hewatt, An Historical Account of the Rise and Progress of the Colonies of 
South Carolina and Georgia (Spartanburg, SC: Reprint Co, 1971), 289-290.
21  Poston, 24-26.
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end faced the street (see figure 2.6).  Since the 
single house evolved as a row house with a 
business on its ground floor, it was common 
to find this typology in areas of predominantly 
commercial as well as in entirely residential.22   
The single house consisted of a single room 
on either side of a central passage.  A distinct 
deviation from the town house design was that 
the main entrance to the house was not on the 
street facing façade.  Rather, it was located mid-
way down the side that ran perpendicular to the 
street (see figure 2.7).  A path connecting the main 
entrance of the house to the street was created 
with the addition of a porch, soon to become 
known as a piazza, along the southern or western 
elevation.  This seemingly simple vernacular 
design provided many advantages including good 
ventilation.   The house’s living spaces were often 
elevated above street level.  This, along with the 
shade provided by the piazza, helped distribute 
the prevailing ocean breezes throughout all areas 
of the house.  Operable shutters on all windows 
helped to cool the house by further providing 
sun protection.  The single house was also 
advantageous in its fire protection.  The distance 
22  Waddell, 67.
Fig 2.6: Example of a single house found 
on Glebe Street in the Harleston Village 
neighborhood of Charleston (photo by 
author).
Fig 2.7: Example of a single house floor 
plan at 92 Church Street (drawing by 
author).
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between houses was maximized by placing each house at a front corner of its lot in 
order to avoid the rapid spread of fire.23  
The single house plan could easily be adapted for any scale and became 
popular among both rich and poor.24  This flexibility in design and construction 
made the single house a true city-wide vernacular.  Today the majority of dwellings 
on the Charleston peninsula, and even some businesses, are single houses or a 
variation of the style.   
A Post-Civil War City
A rapidly growing population, increasing economic and political influence, 
and a number of fires and natural disasters created a dynamic city landscape in 
Charleston in the years leading up to the Civil War.  However, there was a period of 
economic stagnation with the start of the war and a parallel stall in construction.  
Union bombardment and another fire in 1861 affected a large portion of the 
buildings throughout the peninsula.  Following the Civil War, Charleston remained in 
a state of poverty from which it only began to recover in the years after World War 
II.25  The repressed economy led to a halt in development as Charlestonians could 
only afford to make repairs to their existing structures, rather than build new.   As 
distressing as this time was for the city, the lack of construction and development 
guaranteed the preservation of structures dating from before the war.26  Unlike 
Americans in other cities, Charlestonians did not have the financial means to 
constantly replace the old with new and so circumstantial, more than intentional, 
preservation became the standard.
23  Waddell, 67-68.
24  Waddell, 67.
25  Zierden and Calhoun, 29–43.
26  Poston, 17-22.
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Charleston’s economy continued to fluctuate over the years, never quite 
regaining its pre-war glory.  The city began to see some positive growth around 
1900 with the help of the railroad and new navy yard.  However, despite these 
two new industries, it was not until the 1940s that Charleston began an economic 
renaissance.  The city’s population grew over sixty percent in only four years, from 
1940 to 1944, and industries such as federal manufacturing and banking rose.27  
Though strengthening the city, a large portion of this growth occurred outside of the 
urban core.
Similar to other cities after World War II, Charleston’s population began to 
move to the suburbs, leaving city life behind.  Expansion began to populate West 
Ashley and North Charleston.  These new suburban developments did not maintain 
the ordered city grid.  In contrast, the growth patterns had a more sprawling 
development similar to the suburbs surrounding most American urban centers.  The 
suburban developments consisted of distinctly residential neighborhoods, with a 
single entrance and curvilinear roads separated from each other and any form of 
commercial or civic establishment by wide, heavy trafficked highways.  Farmland 
was bought by housing corporations looking to provide a solution for the housing 
shortage following the war.  New neighborhoods in West Ashley such as Byrnes 
Downs, fulfilled the public’s desire to move out of the dirty city into the fresh, clean 
“country”.28  Further city expansion occurred when the Grace Memorial Bridge, 
which connected the city of Mount Pleasant to the Charleston peninsula, came under 
ownership of the city in 1946.29  
27  Frederic C. Jaher, The Urban Establishment: Upper Strata in Boston, New York, Charleston, Chicago, 
and Los Angeles (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1982), 404.
28  Donna F. Jacobs, Images of America: Byrnes Downs (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2008), 7-9.
29  Grace Memorial Bridge was replaced by the Arthur Ravenel Jr. Bridge in 2005.  “Cooper River 
Bridge,” South Carolina Department of Transportation, http://www.cooperriverbridge.org/history.
shtml (accessed January 17, 2013).
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Commercial establishments continued the trend and followed the population 
out to the suburbs.  Commercial functions sought the same perks; easier automotive 
travel and cheaper land.  From 1930 to 1955 Charleston’s urban population of the 
peninsula only grew from 62,000 to 70,000 (11%) while the population of the 
suburbs during the same time frame grew from 21,000 to 91,000 (76%).30





      Table 2.1: Population and Area Change of the Charleston Peninsula, 1690-2000.31
The Preservation Response
The preservation movement in Charleston began in 1920 when The Society 
for the Preservation of Old Dwellings, led by Susan Pringle Frost, was formed in 
response to threats of demolition to the Joseph Manigault House.  This society 
focused on saving significant examples of residential architecture.  Up until the 
1930s organizations such as the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings (later 
to be known as the Preservation Society of Charleston), The Society of Colonial 
30  Charleston County Planning Board, Charleston City Council, How Shall We Grow? (Charleston, SC, 
1956), 58.
31  Today, the Charleston city limits extend to include the Peninsula, West Ashley, John’s Island, James 
Island, and Daniel Island however these calculations only include the population and area of the 
Peninsula.  Information on the 1690 population and land area can be found at “Population of the 
100 Largest Urban Places,” United States Census Bureau, http://www.census.gov/population/
documentation/twps0027/tab07.txt (accessed February 10, 2013); William James Rivers, A Sketch 
of the History of South Carolina to the Close of the Proprietary Government by the Revolution of 
1719 (Charleston, SC: McCarter & Co., 1856), 356.  1860 data at City of Charleston Department of 
Planning and Neighborhoods, Charleston Century V City Plan (Charleston, SC: City of Charleston, 
1999).  2000 data at “Charleston Area Population Figures Census 2000,” United States Census 
Bureau, http://www.charleston-sc.gov/shared/docs/18/pop_figures.pdf (accessed February 19, 
2013).
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Dames, and the Daughters of the American Revolution viewed preservation as 
a form of teaching history with an ultimate goal of establishing house museums 
open to the public.  This mindset began to shift with a new goal of keeping historic 
buildings in use and maintaining the living and working spaces within.32 The 
municipal government made a significant contribution to the future of preservation 
in 1931 with the adoption of the country’s first zoning ordinance that sought 
to protect historic architecture.  In 1947, the preservation movement was again 
furthered by the creation of another organization, Historic Charleston Foundation.33  
All of these public, private, and civic preservation-minded groups and individuals 
worked tirelessly for thirty to forty years to find a balance between saving the city of 
the past while catering to residents’ needs for the future.
Urban Revitalization
The actions of preservationists and concerned community members, along 
with the election of Mayor Joseph P. Riley in 1975, helped advance the revitalization 
of Charleston’s downtown.34  The city began offering programs to encourage façade 
improvements, rehabilitation, and expansion of existing buildings on the peninsula.  
The concentrated revitalization effort toward preservation of residential structures 
being pursued by preservation organizations was balanced with the revival of 
downtown commercial areas during the 1980s.  The revival programs were such 
32  Robert Weyeneth, Historic Preservation for a Living City: Historic Charleston Foundation, 1947-
1997 (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2000), 4-10.
33  Weyeneth, 22.
34  “Mayor Joseph P. Riley, Jr – Biography,” City of Charleston: The Official Website of the City of 
Charleston, SC, http://www.charleston-sc.gov/dept/content.aspx?nid=495 (accessed January 23, 
2013).
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a success that between 1983 and 1987one hundred new businesses opened along 
King Street.35
In a collaborative effort between Mayor Riley and the City of Charleston 
Planning Department, a number of citywide plans were created and implemented 
in attempts to improve the new development envisioned for the city.  Two of 
these plans included the Land Use and Housing Plan of 1978 and the Charleston 
2000 Comprehensive Plan of 1991.  While the Land Use and Housing Plan focused 
on affordable housing, the Charleston 2000 Plan took a broader look at the 
physical, economic, and social development of the city.  Created by a wide range of 
committees, this plan dealt with policies including transportation, quality of life, 
environment, and urban design.36
The newest city plan, sparked by the 1994 Comprehensive Planning Enabling 
Act, focused on furthering and updating “Charleston 2000” by creating a set of goals 
for the city through the year 2015.  This plan, known as the Charleston Century V 
Plan, was meant to question the previous planning policies that encouraged flight 
from the city.  It recommended discouraging sprawl and encouraging growth within 
pre-existing urban and suburban areas.37  These plans reveal the city’s investment 
and priority for a successful downtown.  The Century V Plan suggested revising land 
development regulations to allow compatible mixing of building types and to take 
advantage of infill opportunities.  It also encouraged providing a range of choices in 
mobility and investing in existing assets such as public parks and municipal services. 
Even with the most recent plan, however, the focus is still on development of 
35  City of Charleston, Charleston 2000 Comprehensive Plan (Charleston, SC: City of Charleston, 1991), 
3-8.
36  City of Charleston, Charleston 2000 Comprehensive Plan, 2.
37  City of Charleston Department of Planning and Neighborhoods, Charleston Century V City Plan 
(Charleston, SC: City of Charleston, 1999).
21
outlying suburban corridors as seen from the emphasis on the Citadel Mall District 
in West Ashley, the second largest concentration of jobs in Charleston.  One indicator 
of priorities for redevelopment out of the historic urban core is the plan’s push for 
large industrial districts and commercial corridors that are isolated from residential 
areas.  The plan even defines a corridor as “major highways that provide important 
locations for small businesses and auto-oriented business” with no mention of how 
these areas can interact with residential sectors.38  Also, in the recommendations for 
implementation of the city plan, the largest areas of interest for city development 
and urban growth are major corridors in West Ashley, John’s Island, and the Cainhoy 
Peninsula.
Smart Growth
 As well documented elsewhere, there are many downfalls to the types 
of communities built since World War II.  Some of the characteristics urbanists 
identify as problematic to quality of life metrics include single-use zoning and the 
need for massive road and infrastructure construction due to an almost complete 
dependency on the automobile. 39  In response, movements in support of urban 
revitalization and solving the problems of suburban sprawl have received great 
attention across the country and have been a core focus of the design and planning 
communities for two decades.40  Many of these, unfortunately, place too much focus 
on new construction with only some mention of the benefits historic preservation 
38  City of Charleston, Charleston Century V City Plan, 44.
39  Quality of life metrics typically refer to climate, air pollution, cost of living, and crime rates for a 
region that aid economists in measuring residences’ quality of life.
40  For more information on urban renewal efforts see organizations such as the American Planning 
Association, Congress for the New Urbanism, Institute for Sustainable Communities, National Trust 
for Historic Preservation, and Urban Land Institute. 
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can provide.  According to smart growth principles, a neighborhood should 
possess four main characteristics: density, walkability, diversity, and connectivity.  
Neighborhoods should also contain a balanced mix of uses including various sizes of 
dwelling, retail space, offices and other work space, and civic buildings.41  Downtown 
Charleston inherently possesses many of these characteristics.





 While often the most visible, the main dwelling on a historic Charleston lot is 
often only a single piece in a larger complex.  Individual lots throughout downtown 
Charleston paralleled the organizational structure of outlying plantations and 
adopted an arrangement of multiple buildings with separate functions.  Following 
universally human instincts for the designation and separation of space, these 
complexes follow regional precedent.  Aside from the main house, these complexes 
included outbuildings defined by their functions, such as kitchen houses, carriage or 
wagon sheds, laundry houses, stables, privies, and offices.  Originally used by New 
England farmers, the term “outbuilding” refers to any structure not part of the major 
building core, including small attached buildings or shed.1
The Lot & Outbuildings
 As demonstrated earlier, the first private lots in Charleston contained a 
dwelling that was often accompanied by a commercial establishment, separate 
rental units, or storage structures.2  The first generation of settlers quickly acquired 
the means to maintain a purely residential property and to expand their houses, 
however.  When resources permitted, the first priority for expansion was typically 
the separation of food preparation- and then transportation-specific spaces.3  By 
1820 Southerners, including the middle class, had begun to model their residential 
complexes on wealthy plantations by constructing separate buildings for separate 
1  R.W. Brunskill, Illustrated Handbook of Vernacular Architecture (London: Faber and Faber: 1790) 
138.
2  Jeanne A. Calhoun, Elizabeth A. Paysinger, and Martha A. Zierden, “A Survey of Economic Activity in 
Charleston, 1732-1770,” Archaeological Contributions 2 (1982).
3  Elizabeth C. Cromley, The Food Axis: Cooking, Eating, and the Architecture of American Houses 
(Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2010).
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agricultural and utilitarian functions.4  
These structures typically followed the 
same arrangement of the single house, 
forming a single line of buildings along 
one side of a property.  This pattern 
was repeated throughout Charleston as 
demonstrated in a plat of three adjacent 
lots on Hasell Street in the Ansonborough 
neighborhood (see figure 3.1).
As apparent by their existence on 
most properties, outbuildings contributed 
greatly to the makeup of antebellum 
Charleston’s urban landscape.  Similar to 
the single house, outbuildings became a 
true vernacular design.5  There was variation in type, number of buildings, quality 
of construction, and building material from property to property. These different 
characteristics were dependent on space and the owner’s means and needs, as 
well as larger picture constraints such as material available.  Most outbuildings 
followed a standard form and plan that would have been familiar to local builders.  
The low visibility, repetitive nature, and utilitarian purpose indicate that they were 
likely all built without an architect.6  For the elite, no expense was spared to create 
outbuildings that would last as long as the main house.  Some even outlasted the 
main house as is the case of 45 Anson Street, a kitchen house and slave quarters that 
4  Gina Haney, In Complete Order: Social Control and Architectural Organization in the Charleston Back 
Lot (Master’s Thesis: University of Virginia, 1996), 34.
5  Richard C. Wade, Slavery in the Cities: The South, 1820-1860 (1967), 61.
6  Ellen Beasley, The Alleys and Back Buildings of Galveston: An Architectural and Social History 
(Houston, TX: Rice University Press, 1996).
Fig 3.1: Plat showing first floor plans of all buildings 
at 29, 31, and 33 Hasell Street (drawing by author).
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served two properties at one time 
(see figure 3.2).  Most outbuildings 
were minimally decorated, but 
well crafted, often borrowing the 
materials of the front house out 
of practicality and for aesthetic 
continuity. 
The organization of 
outbuildings from street to back 
of the yard ran in an order from 
predominantly social to primarily 
utilitarian (see figure 3.3).  The 
arrangement also demonstrated 
decreasing formality and 
increasing dirtiness as work areas 
were often unkempt and full of 
garbage.7  Isolating the smells 
produced by kitchens, animal habitats, and privies was an incentive for keeping the 
buildings that housed these functions away from the conceptually and literally clean 
rooms of the house.8  
The Kitchen & Laundry House
The kitchen house was often physically the closest to the main house as it 
required the greatest contact and exchange of goods.  Laundry (wash) rooms were 
7  Bernard L. Herman, “The Embedded Landscapes of the Charleston Single House, 1780-1820,” 
Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture 7 (January 1, 1997): 41–57.
8  Cromley, 34.
Fig 3.2: 45 Anson Street, a former double kitchen house 
and slave quarters, has since been converted into a single 
residence (photo by author).
Fig 3.3: 1888 Sanborn Map of 95 & 97 Wentworth Street.  
Demonstrates the transition of spaces from primary dwell-
ing to kitchen house, carriage house or shed, and finally the 
barn and privy (courtesy University of South Carolina).
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typically housed in the same structure as kitchens as both functions required a 
large fireplace.  Kitchen and laundry houses were originally separated from the 
main house as a way to isolate the heat and smells produced by the open hearth 
required for cooking and washing.  In a city plagued by fires throughout its history, 
segregating the large fire was a way to further prevent conflagration of the main 
house.  
Similar to the exterior, and commensurate with their utilitarian functions, 
the interiors of outbuildings were relatively simple.  Kitchen houses generally 
followed one of two forms.  The simplest and smallest of these buildings would be a 
single room devoid of any interior partitions.  A central chimney with back-to-back 
fireplaces created separate spaces for cooking and washing.  A ladder or narrow 
staircase would run along one exterior wall to a second floor or an open loft for 
sleeping or storage (see figure 3.4).  
Larger outbuildings, which gained 
popularity toward the end of the 
eighteenth century, had two rooms, 
each with their own chimney and 
fireplace, and followed a similar 
layout of a single house with two 
rooms on either side of a central 
stair (see figure 3.5).  The second 
floor would often be divided into 
small spaces for the slaves’ living 
quarters.  These upstairs spaces 
were unlikely to be heated, relying 
solely on the rising heat from the 
Fig 3.4: First floor plan of the Heyward Washington 
kitchen house (drawing by author).
Fig 3.5: First floor plan of the kitchen house found at 10 
Judith Street (drawing by author).
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fires below.  Moving into the early nineteenth-century, kitchen and laundry buildings 
tended to have multiple entries, further defining specific work spaces.9
The Carriage House
The next outbuildings furthest from the main house were typically storage 
buildings that would house carriages, wagons, and other equipment needed to 
operate the household (see figure 3.6).  With less need for anti-combustibility in 
the absence of cooking fires, these structures were more frequently constructed of 
wood.10  However, if owners could afford to they would be built of brick in order to 
match the kitchen house.  Slave quarters, a hayloft for the stable, or storage were 
frequently located on the second floor of these structures.  
Interior finishes of both kitchen and carriage houses were much simpler 
than the exterior.  The walls were typically white washed if built of brick or finished 
9  Bernard L. Herman, “Slave and Servant Housing in Charleston, 1770-1820,” Historical Archaeology 
33, no. 3 (1999): 92-94.
10  Haney, 34.
Fig 3.6: An elaborately decorative brick example of a carriage house found at 60 
Montagu Street in Harleston Village (Courtesy of HABS).
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with roughly planed boards if constructed of 
wood.  Ceiling joists were often left exposed 
and windows were shuttered but unglazed.  
There are a few exceptions where these 
spaces were more elaborately decorated 
with plastered, and sometimes even possess 
painted, walls and ceilings; such is the case 
of the kitchen house at the Aiken Rhett 
House (see figure 3.7).
The Stable & Privy
Finally, banished toward the rear of 
the lot, were buildings that produced the 
foulest odors.  These included the animal 
shelters, such as horse stables and chicken 
coops, as well as the privies.  Privies 
in eighteenth and nineteenth century 
Charleston were often lightly constructed 
and made to be easily moved or dismantled.  
However, as a means to demonstrate an 
owner’s wealth, there were many examples 
of privies built of brick (see figure 3.8).  
While simple structures, their location was often the most carefully planned.  They 
were almost always located at the very rear of the lot in the most shaded spot as to 
avoid prolonged exposure to the hot sun.  
Fig 3.8: Existing privy at the Thomas Heyward, 
Jr. House, 87 Church Street (courtesy of HABS).
Fig 3.7: Remnants of painted plaster found in 
the kitchen house at the Aiken Rhett House 
(courtesy of Historic Charleston Foundation).
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Social Control
While practical work flow and environmental factors were the initial reason 
outbuildings were separated from the main house, scholars such as Bernard Herman 
believe that the development of outbuildings and the urban lot in Charleston was 
further formed as a means of social control.  The growing slave culture of Charleston 
solidified the pattern of detached structures.  This outbuildings arrangement was 
a way to create an obvious separation of slaves’ zones from those of the family, 
separating servant and the served.  Many scholars have concluded that these back 
lots were designed specifically to allow owners to exert control and influence over 
the lives of their slaves.11  
The city’s fear of a slave insurrection heightened upon the discovery of the 
Denmark Vesey plot in 1822 which was a plan to execute slave owners and liberate 
Charleston.  It was believed that thousands of enslaved and freed blacks throughout 
the Carolina coast were involved.12  This event motivated slave owners to attempt to 
tighten their control.  Owners may have believed that by having the ability to view all 
movement and actions on their property, the slaves would not have the opportunity 
to revolt.13  To further control access of guests and slaves, owners began building 
brick walls around the perimeter of their properties.  This created a sole access 
point to the back lot by a narrow carriage drive or by passing over the piazza (see 
figure 3.9).14  Slaves were rarely ever allowed to traverse the piazza; therefore they 
would have passed along the drive, one level down from their owner’s watchful eye.  
11  John M. Vlach, “The Plantation Tradition in an Urban Setting: The Case of the Aiken-Rhett House 
in Charleston, South Carolina,” Southern Cultures 5, no. 4 (1999): 52–56; Bernard L. Herman, “The 
Embedded Landscapes of the Charleston Single House, 1780-1820,” Perspectives in Vernacular 
Architecture 7 (January 1, 1997): 41–57; and Maurie D. McInnis, The Politics of Taste in Antebellum 
Charleston (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2005), 160-194.
12  James O. Spady, “Power and Confession: On the Credibility of the Earliest Reports of the Denmark 
Vesey Slave Conspiracy,” The William and Mary Quarterly 68, no. 2 (April 2011): 287-304.
13  Herman, “Embedded Landscapes,” 41–57.
14  Vlach, 52–69.
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Scholars also believe that, during this period 
of paranoia, outbuildings were constructed 
so windows faced only into the property to 
limit communication to neighboring yards 
and alleys.15  An alternative rationale for this 
window configuration is understanding it 
as an attempt to respect neighbor’s privacy, 
similar to the limited number of windows on 
the north or east façade of the single house.
Post-Slavery Outbuildings
The end of the Civil War and slavery 
dramatically altered social structures of 
Charleston, and by extension, the usefulness of certain types of outbuildings.  
Other socio-technical factors came into play around this time making kitchen 
houses obsolete.  With the adoption of kitchen technologies and appliances which 
eliminated the need to cook over an open hearth, kitchens could now be integrated 
into the main house. 16  With reduced ambient heat and fear of fire, kitchens 
proved more practical to have within the main house.  Many kitchen houses were 
repurposed as living quarters for the servant class.  
Though trends reveal a diminishing number of kitchen houses, carriage 
houses were still a necessity.  Outbuildings continued to be used, fitfully and 
inefficiently, into the early twentieth century but many were allowed to fall 
into disrepair and be demolished by neglect.  In spite of some continued use, 
15  Herman, “Embedded Landscapes,” 41–57.
16  Elisabeth D. Garrett, At Home: The American Family 1750-1870 (New York, NY: Abrams Books, 
1990), 101.
Fig 3.9: View of a narrow carriage drive, 
easily supervised from the elevated piazza 
(photo by author).
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outbuildings were no longer well maintained structures, caused in part by the 
sudden poverty many of Charleston’s residences faced following the Civil War.  Other 
developments in technology such as electricity, indoor plumbing, and refrigeration 
further diminished the need for these structures.17  Despite the lack of use, most 
properties still contained a limited number of outbuildings.  Not ordinarily retained 
for preservation purposes, many of the outbuildings which exist from the pre-Civil 
War period owe their existence to the era of poverty and halted development the 
region experienced.
Outbuildings reentered the realm of usefulness once more following World 
War II.  Just as a housing shortage was influencing people to move out to new 
suburban areas, many residents in downtown Charleston were offering a housing 
alternative of their own.  After sitting vacant for a number of years, outbuildings 
were converted into rental units in response to a need for housing, especially for 
returning soldiers, and as an additional source of income for the property owner.  
At the other end of the spectrum, many outbuildings were absorbed into the main 
house, connected by a covered walkway, or hyphen, a practice that had begun as 
early as the 1850s.  This allowed owners to expand the livable square footage of 
their house or put in modern conveniences, such as kitchens and baths, without 
altering the historic interior of the main house.
Chapter four will further explore the current uses of existing outbuildings in 
the Ansonborough and Harleston Village neighborhoods in downtown Charleston.  
Throughout the life of any one outbuilding the likelihood of it being remodeled, 
reassembled, or reused is very high.  This factor is what makes these buildings so 
successful in adaptive reuse projects today.
17  Michael Olmert, Kitchens, Smokehouses, and Privies: Outbuildings and the Architecture of Daily Life 
in the Eighteenth-century Mid-Atlantic (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2009).
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CHAPTER FOUR
A SURVEY OF TWO NEIGHBORHOODS
The two neighborhoods studied in this thesis, Ansonborough and Harleston 
Village, were two of the earliest suburbs on the Charleston peninsula.  Despite the 
label of “suburb,” these areas follow the lot dimensions and arrangement as well as 
the building styles, materials, and typologies found in the rest of the peninsular city.  
Ansonborough was the city’s first suburban neighborhood and remains primarily 
residential.  This section of the city underwent periods of great wealth, equally great 
poverty and neglect, devastating fires, and demolition in the name of civic renewal 
which has led to numerous campaigns of building and change within this relatively 
small neighborhood.  Harleston Village contains a rich blend of residential and 
commercial structures and is bounded by the campus for the College of Charleston 
to the east.  The lots in Harleston Village were typically larger and less narrow than 
lots in the earliest part of Charleston.  
Through time these neighborhoods and the city were continually shaped by 
the codes and ordinances explored in this chapter.  With the assistance of zoning, 
the Board of Architectural Review, and easements, many of the outbuildings 
in Ansonborough and Harleston Village do receive some degree of municipal 
consideration and protection.
Ansonborough
 Acquired by Captain George Anson in 1726, Ansonborough became 
Charleston’s first suburb.  The sixty-four acres were not developed until 1746 when 
merchants, tradesmen, and planters began building.  Similar to the properties’ usage 
patterns in existence today, the outer boundaries were dominated by commercial 
establishments while the interior of the neighborhood consisted of residences, 
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housing both white and free black occupants.  The 1888 map of the Ansonborough 
neighborhood demonstrates there was a relatively even dispersal of building 
regardless of residential or commercial use (see figure 4.1).  Lot density was also 
similar, regardless of property use, with average lot coverage of fifty two percent.
Many buildings were damaged when a fire broke out in April of 1838.  
Rebuilding was largely funded by the state of South Carolina in the form of loans.  
Builders and contractors took advantage of these loans and built blocks of brick 
single houses throughout Ansonborough.  The neighborhood followed many of the 
same economic trends of the greater Charleston peninsula and, leading up to World 
War II, housed many of the city’s poor white, black, and immigrant population.  
Following the war, the neighborhood continued to decline with a 
predominance of tenements and slums.  This was exasperated by the demand 
for housing by those returning from the war.1  This period of decline caught the 
attention of Historic Charleston Foundation (HCF).  In 1958 properties in this 
neighborhood were targeted as the foundation’s first revolving fund project.2  A 
revolving fund, from a preservation standpoint, involves an established fund that 
receives donations and other forms of capital which is then used to purchase 
endangered properties which are later resold with protective covenants.3  Significant 
aspects of this revolving fund project made it the first for area rehabilitation in the 
country.  Two primary goals of the project were to target an entire neighborhood, 
rather than single out individual buildings for preservation attention, and to 
rehabilitate these buildings for a contemporary use, rather than house museums.  
1  Robert R. Weyeneth, Historic Preservation for a Living City: Historic Charleston Foundation, 1947-
1997 (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2000), 59.
2  Jonathan Poston, The Buildings of Charleston: a Guide to the City’s Architecture (Columbia, SC: 
University of South Carolina Press, 1997), 411-414.
3  “Revolving Fund,” Historic Charleston Foundation, http://www.historiccharleston.org/



















































The plan of action was relatively straightforward.  HCF purchased properties 
or acquired them as gifts.  The buildings underwent varying extents of exterior 
restorations and were then sold to a preservation-minded buyer with covenants 
attached to the deed.  The properties were sold as single family residences when 
appropriate, while others were developed into rental units as apartments or 
offices.  HCF selected Ansonborough for the revolving fund because it was an area 
of decline that still possessed a high concentration of historic structures.  Many of 
the historic buildings dated from the 1840s after the rebuilding efforts following 
the 1838 fire.  The neighborhood’s smaller scale houses were also an attractive 
feature as these would made the most realistic dwellings for single families.4  Finally, 
the location of Ansonborough in downtown Charleston was ideal, possessing the 
requirements, as urban planner Peter McCahill states, “for the creation of the kind 
of in-city residential area so necessary to [the] solution of the urban revitalization 
problems Charleston faces.”5  The Ansonborough Rehabilitation Project concluded in 
1976.  Throughout the eighteen years of the project, HCF acquired and resold sixty 
buildings.  HCF’s presence in the neighborhood also encouraged restorations on 
forty other properties by individual owners.6
In addition to HCF’s revolving fund tenure in the neighborhood, further 
changes came to the northern portion of Ansonborough when eleven acres of 
housing were demolished in 1966 to make way for a new municipal auditorium 
project.  Gaillard Auditorium, named for former Charleston mayor, replaced 
approximately eighty-five dwellings.  HCF physically relocated four of the houses 
slated for demolition.  These four houses displayed architectural importance and 
4  Weyeneth, 55-69.




the structural capability to be moved.  These houses were relocated to other parts of 
Ansonborough to replace previously demolished structures or supplement existing 
ones.7
 Over time Ansonborough absorbed other neighboring suburbs including 
Rhettsbury, Laurens Square, and Gadsden’s Middlesex.  Today Ansonborough 
is bound by Calhoun, East Bay, Pinckney, and Meeting Street (see figure 4.2).8  
This present day map, when compared to the 1888 map, shows the impact the 
Gaillard Auditorium and other such civic buildings have had on the character of 
Ansonborough’s northern boundary.  As for the remainder of the neighborhood, the 
residential portions have maintained their historic height, scale, and street presence.
Harleston Village
 As Charleston’s second earliest suburb, Harleston Village was first created 
from land owned by Henry Hughes and John Coming.  This neighborhood was 
comprised of the Free School Lands and glebe lands, which was property owned by 
St. Philip’s Church that yielded revenue for the parish.  The Free School occupied 
the northeastern portion of Harleston Village and later became the College of 
Charleston.  Over time, portions of the Mazyck lands and Wragg’s Pastures became 
a part of the neighborhood as well.  Very little building occurred in this area prior to 
1775 due to the existence of tidal creeks and marshes.  Most of the land consisted of 
large residential tracts owned by some of Charleston’s wealthiest, such as rice mill 
owner Thomas Bennett, Sr..  Starting in the early nineteenth century, these large 
tracts were divided to accommodate the city’s northern expansion.  Construction 
during this time followed the patterns found in older parts of the city with single or 
7  Weyeneth, 65-66.
8  However, some sources extend the western boundary of Ansonborough to King Street and the 





























































































































































double houses complete with ancillary structures behind (see figure 4.3).9  At the 
time of the 1888 map Harleston Village properties had a relative consistency in lot 
shape, size, and density.  The average lot coverage for residential lots was around 
fifty percent.  Also by this time, King Street, a major thoroughfare on the eastern 
boundary of Harleston Village, began to make a substantial shift from residential to 
commercial.  By the mid to late nineteenth century the street had become a central 
shopping corridor and remains an important downtown commercial district today.10  
The variety in building types present to support the creation of a commercial 
corridor led to an ethnically diverse population.  The proximity to the College 
attracted some of the brightest minds in Charleston to take up residence in the area.  
Other areas of Harleston Village, especially along Coming Street, were home to the 
successful and elite class of free blacks in the years leading up to the Civil War.
 Following the Civil War, many of the parcels were divided to provide housing 
in the form of tenements.  The once spacious neighborhood quickly became 
crowded.  Development of Harleston Village continued to expand westward after 
World War II with the filling in of marsh lands.  
The neighborhood continued to be shaped by the College of Charleston after 
the war.11  The College was founded in 1770 and is the thirteenth oldest educational 
institution in the United States.  Classes were originally held in a single building on 
Glebe Street, what is today the President’s residence.  Further expansion did not 
occur until 1828 when Randolph Hall was constructed.  This primary academic 
building, along with the cistern yard and first campus library, created a core to 
the campus that still exists today (see figure 4.4).  Up until 1970, when the College 
of Charleston became a state institution, the College had maintained a relatively 
9  Poston, 479-482.






















































small enrollment of only 
500 students who attended 
classes and lived in fewer 
than ten buildings.  This 
changed under the tenure 
of the College’s fourteenth 
president, Theodore Stern.  
In only a few short years 
(1970-1979) the number 
of students increased to 
approximately 5,000 and the number of buildings owned and used by the College 
grew to more than 100.12  During this time of great expansion the College attempted 
to strike a balance in restoring buildings while also building new.  Through the 
rehabilitation, relocation, and new construction the College has shaped the 
landscape of Harleston Village significantly (see figure 4.5).  Due to external and 
internal pressures only four blocks of the study area still possess their historic 
residential layout and setting.  Many of the pressures come from King Street, 
the College of Charleston, and other projects such as the Robert Mills Housing 
Development. 
Charleston Zoning Ordinance
 As mentioned in Chapter 2, in 1931 Charleston became the first city in the 
country to adopt a zoning process that encouraged and institutionalized historic 
preservation practices.13  This 1931 ordinance was significant because it had no 
12  “A Brief History of the College,” College of Charleston, http://www.cofc.edu/about/
historyandtraditions/briefhistory.php (accessed February 11, 2013).
13  Weyeneth, 1.






















































legal precedent.  It included provisions 
for a building permit application that 
included a review process for any new 
construction, additions, and renovations 
that would detract from the architectural 
and historical setting of Charleston’s 
peninsula.14  When first created, the 
ordinance applied to an eighty acre district 
known as the Old and Historic District.15  
Since its inception the district boundaries 
have expanded north and west to include 
all of the land below Calhoun Street, 
Radcliffeborough, Mazyck-Wraggborough, 
and the King Street/Meeting Street commercial corridor (see figure 4.6).  The most 
recent version of the City of Charleston’s Zoning Ordinance addresses a variety of 
issues including size and height of buildings, parking requirements, landscaping 
requirements, and other aspects of land use and development.  For the purpose of 
this thesis, the areas of property density, building use, and subdividing property are 
explored in regards to historic outbuildings.
 Existing kitchen and carriage houses, considered accessory buildings 
within the ordinance, are not addressed often in Charleston’s zoning code.  With 
the exception of land use regulations, many of the requirements of the ordinance 
apply only to new accessory buildings.16  One restriction of the zoning ordinance 
14  Robin E. Datel, “Southern Regionalism and Historic Preservation in Charleston, South Carolina,” 
Journal of Historical Geography 16, no 2 (1990): 197-215.
15  Allison Peters, Historic Preservation and the Livable City (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc, 
2011), 142-144.
16  Charleston City Council, Zoning Ordinance of Charleston, South Carolina (Tallahassee, FL: Municipal 
Fig 4.6:  Boundaries of the Historic District over 
time (image courtesy of City of Charleston, overlay 
by author).
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dictates function or use.  This applies 
directly to accessory buildings and limits 
reuse possibilities.  Section 54-211 states, 
“No accessory building shall be used in 
connection with a home occupation.”17  In 
order to understand Ansonborough’s and 
Harleston Village’s potential for smart 
growth, the current permitted uses must be 
examined.  
The permitted uses of properties 
are different in the two neighborhoods.  
Ansonborough has maintained a relatively 
similar pattern of use since its original 
development.  The interior blocks of the neighborhood are primarily zoned 
single- and two-family residential (STR) (see figure 4.7).  This allows for maximum 
densities of 17.4 units per acre for single-family dwellings and 7.3 units per acre 
for two-family dwellings as dictated by the base zoning districts of the ordinance.18  
This density allowance is greater than what is currently found in Ansonborough.  
The average acre in this neighborhood has between eight and thirteen dwellings.  
Although zoning permits greater density than is currently present in the 
neighborhood, the current density is reflective of what was historically found in 
Ansonborough.  This finding is consistent at both the overall neighborhood scale 
(per acre) and on each individual lot (per lot coverage calculations).  
Outlining the neighborhood are some of the busiest streets for commercial 
Code Corporation, 1999), Sec 54-120.
17  Charleston City Council, Zoning Ordinance, Sec 54-211.
18  Charleston City Council, Zoning Ordinance, Sec 54-201.
Fig 4.7: Zoning map of Ansonborough neighbor-
hood (drawing by author).
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activity in the city.  Various forms of business 
districts can be found lining Meeting, 
Calhoun, East Bay, and Pinckney Streets.  
The most prevalent zoned usage category 
of this area is General Business (GB).  This 
is the most intensive commercial zoning 
district anywhere in the city.  Very few 
commercial uses are prohibited under this 
designation, even with its close proximity 
to residential areas.  More restrictive 
districts such as Limited Business (LB) and 
Commercial Transitional (CT) provide uses 
such as retail businesses and offices that 
are more compatible with residential regions.19  This variety in commercial zoning 
helps create a mixed-use neighborhood that provides services for its residences 
while still maintaining distinct zones of use.   While beneficial to the character of 
the neighborhood these business zones should remain around the perimeter of 
Ansonborough and not be allowed to impede any further into the residential sector.  
Type of Use # of Properties Average Lot Coverage
Residential 192 41.8%
Commercial 44 43.8%
Specialty (Church, Civic, etc) 11 44%
Vacant 17 0%
Table 4.1: Average lot coverage by use in Ansonborough
Harleston Village similarly has a concentrated commercial district running 
primarily along the King Street corridor (see figure 4.8).  While zoned for business, 
19  Charleston City Council, Zoning Ordinance, Sec 54-201.
Fig 4.8: Zoning map of Harleston Village neigh-
borhood (drawing by author).
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many of the commercial establishments house residences on their upper levels.  The 
majority of the neighborhood is zoned as diverse residential (DR), specifically DR-1F 
and DR-2F.  These two categories of diverse residential districts allow for single- 
and multi-family dwellings with density limitations of 19.4 and 26.4 units per acre, 
respectively.  This zoning allowance is much higher than what is currently in the 
neighborhood.  Again, the current neighborhood reflects the historic arrangement 
and density, with the exception of King Street.  The diverse residential type of zoning 
is ideal for the College of Charleston as it allows for dormitories, fraternity, and 
sorority houses with a special exception made from the Board of Zoning Appeals 
(BZA).20  The zoning threatens the historic character of the neighborhood, however, 
by permitting unprecedented densities.
Type of Use # of Properties Average Lot Coverage
Residential 192 47.7%
Commercial 40 54.9%
Specialty (Church, Civic, etc) 66 42.9%
Vacant 30 0%
Table 4.2: Average lot coverage by use in Harleston Village
 Across the two neighborhoods current densities fall on the low end of the 
spectrum of what is permitted by zoning with an average of eight to thirteen units 
per acre.  With the exception of the larger scale civic and educational projects, which 
effect neighborhood density, the slight drop in density from historic density patterns 
and lot coverage can be attributed to the loss of ancillary structures on individual 
lots.  While many of the historic kitchen and carriage houses from 1888 remain, 
many of the storage sheds, stables, and privies do not.  Though demolition has 
occurred for some outbuilding structures presently, the lot coverage appears to be at 
a comfortable and maintainable level in both Ansonborough and Harleston Village.  
20  Charleston City Council, Zoning Ordinance, Sec 54-201.
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Therefore it is not recommended that 
the properties in these neighborhoods 
return to their historic building 
density by reconstructing new 
ancillary structures.  Rather the 
existing kitchen and carriage houses 
should be treated as a commodity 
and should be considered for reuse 
to accommodate new growth 
and neighborhood expansion 
opportunities.  
 Additionally, within the present 
zoning ordinance a lot coverage 
range, and not only density per acre, 
should be implemented.  While the requirements dictating height, scale, and mass 
do aid in maintaining the neighborhood character, regulatory lot coverage would 
further uphold this character.  Examples that support the need for lot coverage 
regulation are two infill projects in Ansonborough.  Eight houses at the southern 
end of Anson Street and fourteen houses along Menotti Street were built in 1894 
and 1995, respectively (see figure 4.9).21  While the houses along Anson Street were 
constructed before any zoning regulation came into existence, the houses do follow 
the scale, height, and style of the neighborhood.  Similarly, the fourteen houses on 
Menotti Street, which were built under the auspices of the zoning ordinance, also 
follow the scale, materiality, and single house style found throughout Ansonborough. 
21  “GIS Historical Parcel Data Map,” Charleston County South Carolina Online, http://ccgisweb.
charlestoncounty.org/website/Charleston/default.htm (accessed April 10, 2013).
Fig 4.9: Map of Ansonborough highlighting the Menotti 
Street (north) and Anson Street (south) developments 
(drawing by author).
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Where these properties differ from the more historic properties in the neighborhood 
is their relationship to the lot.  While the average coverage for residential properties 
in Ansonborough is forty seven percent, the buildings in these two sections of 
the neighborhood have an average lot coverage of fifty five percent.  The houses 
appear to take up the entire lot, adhering to only the minimal clearances required 
on all sides of the structure.  This, along with the truncated lot depth, gives the 
appearance that these buildings are squeezed into their respective spaces, a trait 
uncharacteristic of the neighborhood.
Board of Architectural Review
 In the process of converting an unutilized outbuilding to a smart growth 
enhancing independent structure, zoning requirements must be met or variances 
obtained.  Once these steps are completed adaptive reuse projects must seek 
approval from the Board of Architectural Review, if applicable.  The Board of 
Architectural Review (BAR) was established in 1931 along with the creation of the 
city’s zoning ordinance.  The purpose of the BAR is to oversee the preservation and 
protection of all structures within the Old and Historic District (see figure 4.7).  It 
was created to help maintain the distinct historic character of the city’s architecture 
and landscape.  The BAR reviews all exterior work including new construction, 
exterior alterations, and renovations that are visible from the public right-of-
way.  In most instances this line of visibility does not include structures located 
behind the main house of a property.  When determining the appropriateness 
of a design the BAR takes into consideration historic precedents and tends to 
follow the guidelines set out by The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.  Though referencing the Standards, the BAR has 
no set of structured guidelines.  The Standards for Rehabilitation suggest that when 
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designing new construction or an addition to an historic building, the context of the 
neighborhood needs to be strongly considered.  Any addition to an historic building 
should be compatible with, and have a very low impact on, the historic fabric of the 
original building.22  As with the main house the BAR cannot prevent the gutting of 
outbuildings during reuse projects.  Therefore the reach of the BAR should extend to 
outbuildings to promote sensitive exterior reuse and prevent incompatible additions 
or alterations.
Preservation Easements
 Another mechanism for protection for historic properties is a preservation 
easement.  A preservation easement is a voluntary legal agreement which places 
restrictions on development, demolition, and changes to a property.  The easement 
is held in perpetuity, therefore it transfers restrictions with each property 
conveyance.23  In Charleston, two preservation organizations hold easements: 
the Preservation Society and Historic Charleston Foundation.  The majority of 
preservation easements protect the exterior facades and roofs of all buildings 
on a property.  Therefore, they often provide more protection against insensitive 
alterations to outbuildings than afforded by the BAR, which only applies to what is 
seen from public view.  
As demonstrated, outbuildings are not often discussed in code literature 
or visible from the public right-of-way.  While easements do carry great weight on 
design decisions regarding outbuildings, easements only apply to a small number 
of properties.  Therefore, it is possible for owners, contractors, and architects to 
22  “Standards for Rehabilitation,” National Park Service, http://www.nps.gov/hps/tps/standguide/
rehab/rehab_standards.htm (accessed February 11, 2013).
23  National Park Service, Easements to Protect Historic Properties: A useful Historic Preservation Tool 
with Potential Tax Benefits, Washington DC, 2010.
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disregard a outbuilding’s historical significance when renovating or adapting these 
types of buildings.  In following the ideas behind smart growth, it is important 
to consider the reuse of once forgotten kitchen and carriage houses as viable 
alternatives in creating denser, mixed-use neighborhoods.  From a preservation 
perspective, it is critical to undertake this work in a sensitive way.
Current Uses
 Of the existing kitchen and carriage houses in Ansonborough and Harleston 
Village almost all (99%) have been retrofitted for an assortment of new uses.  
However, the number of outbuildings present on properties today is significantly 
fewer than in the nineteenth century.  In 1888, 142 outbuildings existed in 
Ansonborough.24  This is in comparison to the ninety-four in existence today (see 
figure 4.10).  Of these ninety-four buildings over half have been absorbed into the 
main house as a continuation of the living space (see figure 4.11).  Another thirty 
buildings have been converted into apartments, condominiums, or completely 
separate single-family residences.  These buildings add significantly to the density 
of the neighborhood.  Full-time residency is always encouraged as these individuals 
are often more invested in the upkeep of the property and neighborhood.  However 
many of the rented properties in Ansonborough appear to show the same respect 
for their surroundings.  This might also be impacted by the number of easements 
on properties in Ansonborough, particularly from the HCF revolving fund initiative, 
and the BAR’s influence.  The only commercial uses for outbuildings in the area are 
bed and breakfasts.  Despite the growth of the commercial corridors surrounding 
Ansonborough, the interior of the neighborhood has remained relatively residential.  
24  The number of existing buildings was calculated from what could be gathered from labels on 
the 1888 Sanborn.  However, by this time many may had already been converted into dwellings, 
tenements, or other uses.
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At this time the balanced mix of residential and commercial uses works well for the 
neighborhood.  The homogeneity of use, though creating a congenial character, is not 
entirely self-regulated.  The zoning ordinance and single- and two-family residence 
(STR) zoning type limits the possibilities for property owners to adapt their 
ancillary structures into uses other than purely residential.
 The number of existing outbuildings and their current uses differs drastically 
between Harleston Village and Ansonborough.  In Harleston Village, from 1888 
to 2013, the number of existing kitchen and carriage houses dropped from 190 to 
55, an almost seventy percent loss (see figure 4.12).  Most of the loss of existing 
structures in this area can be attributed to the expansion of the College of Charleston 
and the King Street commercial corridor.  Another result of the College’s presence is 
the number of outbuildings converted into apartments, condos, and other rentable 
spaces in Harleston Village instead of full-time single family residences (see figure 
4.13).  Some property owners, seeking to maximize rental income, demolished the 
majority of interior features of outbuildings and began with only the remaining 
shell.  Property owners did this to provide all of the modern conveniences desired by 
tenants in order to compete with new construction and to maximize rentable areas.  
Also in contrast to Ansonborough, the larger number of commercial establishments 
in Harleston Village is proof of the impact that the zoning’s allowance for a greater 
flexibility in usage has propagated in this area.
 Despite each neighborhood’s relative homogeneity of use typology, the 
neighborhoods have the advantage of being close to, or even connected to, 
neighborhoods with complimentary uses.  The benefit of the Charleston peninsula 
is that it has a successful network of neighborhoods, where each offers a different 
typology, balancing the overall uses and patterns of the historic urban core.  This 
clustering of similar uses, with proximity to other typologies, encourages movement, 
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typically at the pedestrian level, across most areas of the peninsula.  Thus, though 
at the micro level the Harleston Village and Ansonborough neighborhoods do not 
possess the mixed use typology advocated in smart growth principles, the aggresive 
creation of use-mixing is not proposed in this thesis.  Instead, historic neighborhood 





This chapter explores five case studies where outbuildings have been adapted 
to fulfill contemporary uses.  All are successful in addressing a regional need, 
whether providing additional lodging options for visitors in a tourism-centric city 
or adding dwellings to a residential area where the infrastructure and commercial 
commodities already exist.  Three other examples answer a need for additional 
student housing and office space for a growing college campus (see figure 5.1).  
While successful in the larger context of the city, the buildings analyzed 
for the case studies exhibited varying levels of respect for their historic use 
and materials.  These five case studies are only a small sampling of the existing 
outbuildings in Ansonborough and Harleston Village.  However, they provide an 
array of reuse strategies, from the retention of existing materials to incompatible 
modifications, which are indicative of the range of treatments to outbuildings 
throughout the peninsula.  Drawing from case study findings and the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation this chapter concludes with a set of guidelines 
in regards to design and treatment standards.1  These guidelines strive to set a 
standard for the appropriate reuse of structures that are often hidden from the 
public view yet provide an important opportunity for creating a successful mixed-
use urban density.
Private Residence – 35 Hasell Street
 The three-story brick single house and two-story dependency at 35 Hasell 
Street were constructed in 1841.  The owner of the property, Eliza Jones, hired 
1  “Standards for Rehabilitation,” National Park Service, http://www.nps.gov/hps/tps/standguide/
rehab/rehab_standards.htm (accessed February 11, 2013).
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Fig 5.1: Map indicating the five case studies and their locations on the Charleston Peninsula (photos by 
author).
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Robert Fletcher and T.V. Sessions, a 
carpentry firm, to build the house as 
indicated in a construction contract 
dating from July 17, 1841.  When 
Eliza passed away, the property was 
conveyed to her daughter and son-
in-law, Sydney Howell.  From this 
point 35 Hasell Street remained in 
the Howell family’s possession for 
a century.2  The existing historical 
account of 35 Hasell Street was 
limited to previous research completed by Jonathan Poston in The Buildings of 
Charleston.  In addition to this published history the information and conclusions 
presented here were drawn from architectural evidence and a personal interview 
with the current owner.
 The two-story brick outbuilding originally served as the kitchen house, 
carriage house, and stable (see figure 5.2).  At the northern end of the structure, 
closest to the main house, was the kitchen (see figure 5.3).3  The fireplace for this 
space was originally along the eastern wall.  While the fireplace no longer exists, the 
chimney remains on the roof indicating its location in the building.  The position 
of the kitchen house is unique in that it is connected to the main house rather 
than separated by a void as was typical during this period of building in the city.  
However, the builders still took the risk of fire into consideration as the adjoining 
2  Jonathan Poston, The Buildings of Charleston: a Guide to the City’s Architecture (Columbia, SC:      
   University of South Carolina Press, 1997), 443.
3  Dan Vara, owner, interview held during site visit, 35 Hasell Street, Charleston, South Carolina, 
March 2013.
Fig 5.2: 35 Hasell Street (photo by author)
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partition is a thick fire wall that extends higher than 
both structures’ roof lines (see figure 5.4).  Just south of 
the kitchen was a ladder with a small landing, allowing 
access to the living quarters above.  The remainder 
of the outbuilding was open to the roof.  This space 
consisted of the carriage storage and three stalls to 
house the horses.  Above the stable, there is believed to 
have been some form of hay storage suspended from 
the rafters.  The carriage house and stable held its 
original use until the 1950s.  Once the Howell family 
sold the property, the main house was divided into 
two apartments and the dependency served as storage for the tenants.  Because the 
structure maintained its original use for so long, much of the historic fabric remains 
(see figure 5.5 – 5.8).
 In 1985, the kitchen and carriage house underwent a major rehabilitation 
project, likely encouraged by the success of the earlier Ansonborough Rehabilitation 
Project.  It was at this point that the outbuilding became a single family residence 
Fig 5.3: Historic first floor plan of 35 Hasell Street based on existing architectural evidence (drawing by 
author, NTS).
Fig 5.4: Masonry fire wall separat-
ing the main house from the 
kitchen dependency at 35 Hasell 
Street (photo by author).
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Fig 5.5:  Carriage house double doors, contain 
the original glass panes (photo by author).
Fig 5.6:  Original flooring found in the second 
floor living quarters (photo by author).
Fig 5.7:  Existing second floor piazza, remnants 
of white wash and paint evident on exterior 
brick (photo by author).
Fig 5.8:  Narrow openings in exterior wall, 
meant to provide ventilation for stables (photo 
by author).
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(see figure 5.9).  A year later, once construction was completed, the current resident 
purchased the property.4  During this conveyance a Historic Charleston Foundation 
easement was donated for the property.
Existing Historic Features
Flooring in seco•	 nd floor living quarters
Ventilation slits for stables•	
Carriage double doors with glass•	
Exterior doors•	
Chimney•	
Whitewash and paint finish on exterior brick walls•	




Location of vertical circulation•	
Sensitive Alterations/Additions
No added •	 insulation
Exposed dropped down ducts and HVAC system in lieu of dropped ceiling•	
Slightly modified exterior to interior circulation•	
Incompatible Modifications
Brick fill under window•	
Single paned replacement window•	
Removal of fireplace•	
4  Vara, interview, March 2013.
Fig 5.9: Current first floor plan of 35 Hasell Street (drawing by author, NTS).
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The creation of a separate residence at 35 Hasell follows the idea of smart 
growth in creating housing density in a historically sensitive manner.  This is 
successful in Ansonborough because of its walkable neighborhood structure and 
proximity to commercial areas.  The carriage house turned single family residence 
is successful in its care of existing, historic elements and acknowledgement of 
its previous use.  The retained historic features greatly outnumber the list of 
incompatible modifications.  Though some of the incompatible modifications are not 
reversible, such as the removal of the fireplace, this case study serves as a positive 
example of fairly sensitive reuse.
Fantasia Bed & Breakfast – 11 George Street
 Located in the northwestern portion of the Ansonborough neighborhood, 
11 George Street is near two major downtown thoroughfares, Meeting and Calhoun 
Streets.  The house that stands on this property today was constructed around 1813. 
Most of what is known about the property, with the exception of its construction, 
comes from the period of HCF ownership and their research into the property 
and buildings.  The land was originally a part of the property belonging to Daniel 
Legare at 79 Anson Street.  
Legare divided up his parcel 
of land to create 11 George 
Street (see figure 5.10) as 
a gift to his granddaughter, 
Mary Scott.  The house and 
outbuilding (see figure 5.11) 
were built in the Federal 
style with a scored stucco over 
Fig 5.10:  1888 Sanborn map depicting the relationship be-
tween 79 Anson Street and 11 George Street (then 7 George) 
(courtesy of University of South Carolina).
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brick façade.  However many 
of these details were altered 
by the following owner in 
the 1850s.5  By the 1960s the 
property had been converted 
into five rental units, each unit 
paying between $32 and $45 
per month.6  In 1968, Historic 
Charleston Foundation (HCF) 
purchased 11 George Street as 
a part of their Ansonborough 
Rehabilitation Project.  Frances 
Edmunds, Director of HCF at the time, was especially interested in this property 
for the project “as a protective buffer because of the lot’s size and situation.”7  The 
foundation determined the buildings needed around $10,000-15,000 in repairs and 
were looking for a potential buyer to undertake the repairs.  They found a willing 
individual in Dr. Charlie Post, a health administer at the College of Charleston.  
During this period of renovations Dr. Post returned the two main levels of the house 
to a single full-time residence.  The dependency remained as two rental units, yet 
underwent renovations and modern updates.8  Dr. Post’s plans for the basement 
level are unclear, but architectural drawings from 1985 indicate an additional rental 
5  Poston, 438.
6  Tom Lucas to Frances Edmunds, April 14, 1971, 11 George Property File Street, Historic Charleston 
Foundation Archives, Charleston, South Carolina.
7  Frances Edmunds to Thomas Thornhill, November 20, 1970, 11 George Street Property File, 
Historic Charleston Foundation Archives, Charleston, South Carolina.
8  Sara Murray, owner, interview held during site visit, 11 George Street, Charleston, South Carolina, 
March 2013.
Fig 5.11:  11 George Street dependency (photo by author).
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unit.  Unfortunately, Dr. Post passed away before all of his plans could be achieved 
and by 1988 the property had been sold again with two of the units now functioning 
as a bed and breakfast. 9  The current owners, who have lived at and operated the 
property for eleven years, have retained 
many of the renovations from the 1980s (see 
figure 5.12).10  
A unique feature of this property is 
that the kitchen and laundry spaces were 
never housed in any of the rear outbuildings.  
Instead, the current owner believes the 
kitchen and laundry functions remained in 
the full basement level below the main house 
where the large fireplaces are present today 
9  David Quick, “Get Out: Charleston Running Club Marks the 30th Charlie Post Classic 15k and 5k on 
Saturday,” Charleston Scene, January 23, 2013.
10  Murray, interview, March 2013.
Fig 5.12: Current first floor plan of 11 George Street - second floor is identical (drawing by 
author, NTS).
Fig 5.13:  Existing fireplace for kitchen and 
wash rooms located in the basement level of 
11 George (photo by author).
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(see figure 5.13).  No reference to the original intent of the outbuilding was found 
but it is possible that the structure was used either as slave quarters or for extended 
family housing.  Today the rear dependency houses two lodging units for the bed and 
breakfast, one on the first floor and one on the second.  Each contains a bedroom, 
bathroom, kitchen, and living room.  The bathroom portion appears to be a newer 
addition but no evidence was found indicating when it was constructed.
Existing Historic Features (see figures 5.14-5.17)
Brick•	  wall in first floor bedroom – remnants of stucco
Exterior doors•	
Six-over-six sash windows•	
Wall plate for floor joists, suggests original joists are still intact•	
Piazza ceiling beadboard•	
Sensitive Alterations/Additions
Ba•	 throom addition – while newer construction it fits into the overall 
footprint of the building
Slightly modified exterior to interior circulation•	
Incompatible Modifications
Stair•	  location blocks an exterior door, original location unknown
Three-over-one sash windows in bathroom addition•	
The outbuilding at 11 George is unique in that it has maintained nearly the 
same use for its entire existence.  As a possible family residence, to apartments, 
and now as rooms for the bed and breakfast, very little of the structure has had 
to be reworked.  The property also exemplifies how outbuildings undergo many 
changes and are generally considered fairly flexible spaces.  Although the use of the 
building does not provide a daily need for surrounding residents as smart growth 
would encourage, businesses such as the Fantasia Bed and Breakfast are vital to 
tourism cities as a way to integrate visitors with full-time residents.  The current 
manifestation of the building as a bed and breakfast does not detract from the scale 
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Fig 5.14:   Beadboard on ceiling of dependency’s 
piazza (photo by author).
Fig 5.15:  Exposed wall in bedroom to show 
original brick and remnants of stucco (photo by 
author).
Fig 5.16:   Existing wood wall plate at ceiling level 
of first floor (photo by author).
Fig 5.17:   Original six-over-six sash windows 
(photo by author).
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or atmosphere of the neighborhood.  Rather it adds a level of pedestrian activity and 
its modest size and the proximity to commercial hubs prevents the added vehicular 
traffic that a larger hotel would bring to the area.  The building at 11 George Street 
presents a fairly sensitive example of outbuilding reuse.
Privately Owned Apartment – 128 Wentworth Street
 Located in Harleston Village, the property at 128 Wentworth Street is near 
the southwest corner of the College of Charleston’s campus.  Formerly a street lined 
with single family residences, many of the remaining houses have been converted 
into apartments, including the buildings at 128 Wentworth.  
Much of what is known of 128 Wentworth’s history comes from a single 
newspaper article from 1970.  The Charleston double house at 128 Wentworth 
Street was built around 1840.  The design was influenced by the late Classical 
Revival style with some Italianate features, such as the double doors and 
pedimented first-floor windows, hinting at the introduction of the Victorian style.11  
The source proposes that Henry Cobia, a well-to-do auctioneer and commission 
merchant, built the grand house after acquiring the property from his aunt, Ann 
Cobia.  The property remained in the Cobia family until 1889.  From 1890 to 1930 
the property changed hands numerous times until it was conveyed to Henrietta 
White in 1931.  128 Wentworth remained in Ms. White’s family through the mid-
1970s.12  Today, under the ownership of Historic Charleston Apartments, the main 
house is divided into six apartments; the addition contains two, while the rear 
dependency holds one apartment.   With the property’s close proximity to the 
College, many of the residents are students and young adults.  
11  Poston, 575.
12  W.H.J. Thomas, “Wealthy Merchant Probable Builder of ‘Double House,’” The News & Courier, April 
27, 1970.
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To the rear of this large, 
two-and-a-half story dwelling is 
an attached addition as well as a 
two-story dependency (see figure 
5.18).  The dependency appears to 
be older than both the main house 
and the addition.  The earliest 
map depicting building footprints, 
the 1852 Bridgens and Allen Map, 
shows a similar layout to what 
can be clearly seen in the 1888 
Sanborn map (see figure 5.19).  
While there is no written evidence 
that the dependency is older, a 
contractor who did previous work 
on the property found that all of the 
building’s window sills had evidence of char marks, suggesting that there was an 
earlier house that had been destroyed by fire.13
 The spaces within the main house and outbuilding at 128 Wentworth share 
many similarities with 11 George Street.  The lack of evidence of a chimney or 
fireplace suggest that the outbuilding at 128 Wentworth may have been used as 
slave quarters.  This is supported by the 1860 tax records, which indicated Mr. Cobia 
owned 15 slaves, many of whom were potentially housed on his property.14 
13  Thomas, April, 27, 1970.
14  Thomas, April, 27, 1970.
Fig 5.18:   Exterior of the rear dependency at 128 Went-
worth Street (photo by author).
Fig 5.19:   1888 Sanborn map depicting the rear depen-
dency at 128 Wentworth as a completely separate struc-
ture from the rest of the house (courtesy of University of 
South Carolina).
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 The outbuilding follows a common floor plan among dependencies and 
primary dwellings in Charleston with a stairwell dividing two large rooms. This 
layout, along with the thick masonry walls, made it possible to determine the 
building’s original footprint (see lighter shaded portion of figure 5.20).  At a point 
between 1902 and 1944 a hyphen was constructed, attaching the addition and 
outbuilding.  This newer addition was only one-story and in the location of the 
present day kitchen (see figure 5.21).  Today there is a larger, two-story, hyphen 
which contains the kitchen and large bathroom for the dependency apartment.  
While the addition is meant to blend in with the outbuilding there are elements 
that indicate it is not original.  Whether it was intentional or not, these slight 
differences help distinguish 
the two sections and follow the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation that building 
campaigns read as distinct.  On 
the exterior these differences are 
seen in the roof and windows.  The 
Fig 5.20: 128 Wentworth current first floor plan, the darker portion indicates the newer addition - 
second floor can be found in Appendix C (drawing by author, NTS).
Fig 5.21:   1944 Sanborn map, shows the hyphen con-
necting the main house with the rear building (courtesy 
of Charleston County Public Library).
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addition has a low-sloped roof in contrast 
to the original portion’s hipped roof.  The 
newer windows, while also six-over-six 
sash windows similar to the originals, are 
noticeably larger (see figure 5.22).  On the 
interior of the apartment the addition is 
indicated by a change in floor level from 
the living room to kitchen (see figure 5.23) 




Earthquake bolts visible on interior•	
Brick pavers at front entry•	
Vertical circulation•	
Sensitive Alterations/Additions
East wind•	 ows – while also six-
over-six sash windows there were 
originally no openings on this façade 
Bathrooms fit into the spaces above and below stair•	
Addition containing kitchen and large bathroom•	
Incompatible Modifications
Large protrusion in s•	 outh wall for HVAC
Inoperable vinyl shutters•	
Awning over entry – however it does not appear to be doing any damage to •	
the façade
As an apartment, the rear dependency at 128 Wentworth adds to the housing 
diversity of the area.  Its proximity to the College and commercial district limits the 
dependence for vehicular transportation and adds to the walkable neighborhood 
structure.  128 Wentworth is an exception to many of the other rented properties 
Fig 5.22:   Original window is on the left while 
the newer window on the right addition is 
slightly larger (photo by author).
Fig 5.23:   Step up in floor level moving from 
the kitchen to the living room on the first floor 
(photo by author).
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in the area as it still maintains a respect for the building’s original space and layout 
despite the added modern conveniences.  Also, the possibility that it originally 
served as a residence makes the conversion to an apartment a less drastic 
modification.
Office of Greek Affairs – 97 Wentworth Street
 Further east on Wentworth Street is the first of two properties owned by 
the College of Charleston.  The dwelling at 97 Wentworth Street is a variation of 
a single house.  Built in the 1840s, along with the kitchen house (see figure 5.24), 
the house follows the same scale and has many of the same features as a typical 
single house.  The main differences are found in the lack of a piazza and the main 
entrance being on the street-facing façade.  The parcel the house now sits on was a 
portion of the tract of land given to the parish of St. Phillips in the early years of the 
city’s settlement.  The house, along with its now demolished twin to the east at 95 
Wentworth, was a part of a local unit development under the church’s ownership.  
The property remained as a single family residence under church ownership until 
May 1945.15  No information was found 
on when the house’s use changed or 
when the kitchen house’s function 
halted (see figure 5.25).  However, in 
an architectural survey completed in 
1973 the present use was listed as 
apartments.16  At this time the kitchen 
dependency was not used as an apartment 
15  Thomas, March 2, 1970.
16  Scrapbooks of Charleston, South Carolina Architectural Inventory, 1973.
Fig 5.24:   Exterior view of the back building at 97 
Wentworth on the College of Charleston campus 
(photo by author).
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and was likely closed or used as storage.  One year later, in 1974, the College of 
Charleston acquired the property and converted the main house and kitchen house 
into fraternity housing (see figure 5.26).17  Since the 1980s the function of the 
kitchen building was altered once more and today houses the Office of Greek Affairs 
for the College (see figure 5.27).
 Out of all the properties explored as case studies, 97 Wentworth had the 
greatest alteration.  Possibly due to this excessive alteration, the documentation 
for this property is the most thorough, with architectural drawings from each 
building evolution.  Very little of the original interior remains (see figure 5.28) as 
construction documents dating from 1976 instructed to “remove all existing interior 
partitions, stair, and fireplace.  Also remove all existing plaster, furring, gypsum 
board on walls and ceilings to expose existing construction.  Remove all existing 
flooring, joists, and debris. Remove all existing windows and frames – replace with 
new wood double hung, 8-lite to match existing.”18  In addition four doorways were 
filled in or converted to windows, drastically modifying the building’s appearance 
and circulation.
 The most recent alterations 
appears to emulate the original 
purpose of the structure.  The 
second floor gestures to a similar 
layout found in some slave quarters 
(see figure 5.29).  This arrangement 
contains interior rooms, in this case 
17  “College of Charleston Photographs,” Lowcountry Digital Library, http://lowcountrydigital.library.
cofc.edu/cdm4/item_viewer.php?CISOROOT=/BAG&CISOPTR=768&CISOBOX=1&REC=1 (accessed 
March 7, 2013).
18  Constantine and Constantine Architects, architectural drawings, 97 Wentworth Street, Charleston, 
SC, January 1976.
Fig 5.28:   First floor interior of 97 Wentworth (photo by 
author).
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Fig 5.25: Original first floor plan for the kitchen house at 97 Wentworth - second floor can be 
found in Appendix C (drawing by author, NTS).
Fig 5.26: First floor plan of 97 Wentworth following the College of Charleston’s purchase of the 
property and conversion into student dwellings - second floor can be found in Appendix C (draw-
ing by author, NTS).
Fig 5.27: The current first floor plan of 97 Wentworth - second floor can be found in Appendix C 
(drawing by author, NTS).
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offices, which have windows that look out onto 
an interior passage rather than directly to the 
exterior.
Existing Historic Features
Sandstone window•	  sills
Gable detail•	
Sensitive Alterations/Additions
Second floo•	 r awning




Aco•	 ustic ceiling tile
Vinyl flooring•	
Wood floor joists replaced with steel•	
New vertical circulation – completely removed from the building•	
Completely new interior arrangement of spaces•	
Limited exterior to interior circulation•	
The short list of existing historic features indicates that this outbuilding has not 
received sensitive reuse.
College of Charleston Student Residence – 14 Green Way
 The second College of Charleston property is located in the historic core 
of campus.  Next door to the Sottile house, 14 Green Way is better known as the 
Knox-Lesesne house now that Green Way is a pedestrian walkway.  The property 
originally belonged to the College; however, it was sold in 1817 to Walter Knox to 
pay off accrued debts.  After his death, Katherine Knox built the dwelling in 1846 
which incorporated design elements of Greek Revival, Tuscan, and Italianate styles.19 
19  Robert P. Stockton, “Flamboyant Style Accents House,” News & Courier, February 21, 1972.
Fig 5.29:   Second floor interior of 97 
Wentworth (photo by author).
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The exterior resembles the Tuscan 
Villa style, yet is modified to house a 
Charleston single house floor plan.  The 
three-story piazza runs along the front 
and side elevations and is decorated 
with cast iron grillwork.  Many of the 
design elements are carried over to the 
kitchen house at the rear of the main 
house (see figure 5.30).
 The property passed through 
many owners after Mrs. Knox’s death 
in 1870.  Subsequent owners made 
numerous alterations to the house, especially late in the Victorian era.  Toward 
the middle of the twentieth century the buildings were in dire need of repairs.  In 
fact, in 1964 the Knox-Lesesne House faced demolition to make way for a parking 
lot.  Thankfully, the BAR delayed the plan and the College of Charleston stepped 
in to purchase the property.20  In 1972 the College rehabilitated the main house 
and kitchen building into a woman’s dormitory, a use it maintains today (see 
figures 5.31-5.32).  Most of the historical accounts for 14 Green Way end when the 
ownership shifted to the College as many were written as a response to the threat of 
demolition.
Similar to 97 Wentworth, the most significant change to the exterior of the 
Knox-Lesesne kitchen house is the fenestration pattern.  Windows on the north and 
south facades were bricked in on the first floor while a door was eliminated on the 
second floor.  The remaining door and two windows were relocated to match those 
20  “A New Horizon,” Charleston Evening Post, June 24, 1964.
Fig 5.30:   Exterior view of the kitchen house at 14 
Green Way (photo by author).
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on the first floor.  On the interior of the structure two major changes occurred.  First, 
the two fireplaces, while remaining, were filled in with new stud walls and sheet 
rock (see figure 5.33).  The other change occurred with the construction of a new 
staircase (see figure 5.34).   The location of the original stair or ladder is unknown, 
but based on the window that was filled in to accommodate this new vertical 
circulation it is unlikely that this was the existing location.
Existing Historic Features
Exterior piazza brick and cast iron elements•	
Fig 5.31: Original floor plans of the kitchen house at 14 Green Way (drawing by author, NTS).
Fig 5.32: Present day floor plans of the 14 Green Way kitchen house, now used as student housing 
(drawing by author, NTS).
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Sensitive Alterations/Additions
Replaced-•	 in-kind six-over-six sash 
windows
Construction of stair – original •	
vertical circulation unknown
No added HVAC ductwork•	
Incompatible Modifications
Acou•	 stic ceiling tile
Vinyl flooring•	
Second floor west wall – •	
arrangement of doors and windows 
considerably altered
Fireplaces filled-in and covered up •	
with sheet rock
While the outbuildings at 97 Wentworth 
Street and 14 Green Way do not retain 
much more than their exterior shells, 
the current uses fit the needs of the 
surrounding area.  It is fortunate that the 
College chooses to disperse many of their 
office spaces throughout the neighborhoods 
in existing buildings rather than build a 
large single-use institutional structure.  
The incompatible and insensitive reuse, 
however, includes multiple irreversible 
changes and is not a precedent to be replicated.
Guidelines for the Design and Treatment of Historic Outbuildings
 These guidelines follow largely from the Secretary of the Interior Standards 
for Rehabilitation.
Fig 5.33:   Protrusion in wall indicates the 
location of the original fireplace, now covered 
by sheet rock (courtesy of College of Charles-
ton).
Fig 5.34:   New interior stairwell at 14 Green 
Way (courtesy of College of Charleston).
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Existing outbuildings should be thoroughly researched to understand the •	
building’s evolution and existing materials and features before any reuse 
project begins.
In adapting an existing outbuilding for a new use, the new use should require •	
minimal change to its materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.
The outbuilding use should further the character of the neighborhood or •	
conform to explicit smart growth goals present within city master planning 
documents.
The historic character of an outbuilding should be retained and preserved.  •	
The removal of materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships should be avoided.
Where elements of these buildings are removed, a portion of the materials or •	
features should remain to indicate their original location.
Where historic features are failing they should be repaired rather than •	
replaced.
Where historic features are deteriorated and must be replaced, the new •	
features should match in materials, color, and design when possible.
When changing the spatial relationships of the outbuilding, every effort •	
should be made to use existing exterior and interior openings.
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction should not •	
drastically change, obscure, or destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships of the outbuilding.  The new work should be differentiated from 
the old and be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale, 
and proportion.
New additions or exterior alterations to outbuildings should not exceed •	
the lot coverage percentage or building arrangement characteristic to the 
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property’s neighborhood.
Care should be taken as to not drastically change, obscure, or destroy •	
materials or features in the process of meeting modern conveniences, 
such as HVAC, and code safety requirements when adapting outbuildings.  
Conveniences should be inserted as unobtrusively as possible, and left 
exposed to view to promote honesty and visibility of contrast.
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CONCLUSION
As explored in earlier chapters, a trend has emerged in recent years to return 
to the urban centers of our cities.  Propelled by a societal push for sustainability and 
smart growth, many people have traded in their large properties and homes in the 
suburbs for smaller living spaces closer to the urban core.  The values of individuals 
are once more shifting back to a desire for community, walkability, and activity 
that urban neighborhoods can provide.  As many of these cities have been built up 
already, the focus has shifted to creating greater densities on existing properties.  
Charleston is unique in that many of its property owners have already discovered 
the value and possibilities in adapting underutilized kitchen and carriage houses.  As 
seen from the case studies, it is possible to adapt these buildings to a contemporary 
need while still acknowledging their historic character.  However, in order for a 
successful trend in reuse to continue, zoning and other ordinances need to be 
reevaluated.  More needs to be done to protect the historic fabric of outbuildings, 
especially as they are often hidden from the public view.
The pattern of sensitive reuse of historic outbuildings can set a precedent 
for other cities with similar ancillary structures such as Savannah, GA, Galveston, 
TX, and Mobile, AL.  Other cities, without the history of separate structures, have 
already begun implementing successful characteristics of outbuildings into urban 
design solutions.1  Adapting outbuildings, whether existing or new, can play a role 
in solving problems related to a growing urban population, socioeconomic diversity, 
and car dependency.  Capitalizing on the existing authentic commodity outbuildings 
furnish to peninsular Charleston requires the acknowledgement of the opportunity 
1  For more information on these cities (Austin and Vancouver) see Stephen A. Moore and Barbara B. 
Wilson, “Contested Construction of Green Building Codes in North America: The Case of the Alley Flat 
Initiative,” Urban Studies 46 (November 2009) and Alyse Nelson, “Living large in small houses,” Grist 
http://grist.org/living/living-large-in-small-houses/
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these structures represent.  A commitment to the sensitive reuse of these buildings 
on an individual level as well as with respect to neighborhood patterns is critical to 

















125 Calhoun St 1 52500 14663 6 28 1.676 HTL
121 Calhoun St 2 8032 2719 3 1563 2 53 1.405 COM
119 Calhoun St 0 8410 0 0 0.000 Vacant
117 Calhoun St 0 9016 0 0 0.000 Vacant
115 Calhoun St 2 7794 1496 2 19 0.384 COM
113 Calhoun St 2 3128 1180 2 38 0.754 COM
103 Calhoun St 1 74500 7463 3 10 0.301 SPL
85 Calhoun St 1 2090 1640 2 78 1.569 COM
77 Calhoun St 2 237760 108767 5 46 2.287 CER
75 Calhoun St 1 47337 31730 4 67 2.681 SPL
47 Calhoun St 2 6964 1255 2 18 0.360 COM
45 Calhoun St 0 2623 0 0 0.000 Vacant
32 Menotti St 1 2941 1396 2 47 0.949 SFR
30 Menotti St 0 2482 0 0 0.000 Vacant
28 Menotti St 1 2400 1226 2 51 1.022 SFR
26 Menotti St 1 2812 913 2 32 0.649 SFR
24 Menotti St 1 2680 1359 2 51 1.014 SFR
22 Menotti St 1 2520 1450 2 58 1.151 SFR
20 Menotti St 1 2193 1259 2 57 1.148 SFR
18 Menotti St 1 2237 1151 2 51 1.029 SFR
16 Menotti St 1 2173 1049 2 48 0.965 SFR
14 Menotti St 1 2080 1065 2 51 1.024 SFR
12 Menotti St 1 2460 1219 2 50 0.991 SFR
19 Menotti St 1 2292 1254 2 55 1.094 SFR
17 Menotti St 1 2124 1230 2 58 1.158 SFR
15 Menotti St 1 2168 1178 2 54 1.087 SFR
13 Menotti St 1 2232 1363 2 61 1.221 SFR
14 George St 1 26258 3579 4 14 0.545 COM
12 George St 2 27223 7502 2 28 0.551 CNU
8 George St 1 8696 1958 3 23 0.675 SFR
4 George St 1 8143 2275 3 28 0.838 SFR
11 George St 2 11432 1903 3 390 2 20 0.568 CRC
9 George St 1 7266 1998 2 27 0.550 SFR
7 George St 1 2885 1094 2 38 0.758 TWH
5 George St 1 3243 1065 2 33 0.657 TWH
3 George St 1 3006 1032 2 34 0.687 TWH
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1 George St 1 3838 1044 2 27 0.544 TWH
58 Laurens St 1 3173 1752 2 55 1.104 DUP
56 Laurens St 1 5429 2718 2 50 1.001 SMA
52 Laurens St 1 7310 1362 3 643 1 27 0.647 SMA
50 Laurens St 2 7120 1623 3 1396 2 42 1.076 SFR
48 Laurens St 1 8564 1708 3 20 0.598 SFR
42 Laurens St 1 4013 868 2 22 0.433 SFR
40 Laurens St 1 5837 2253 3 39 1.158 SFR
61 Laurens St 1 5077 1389 2 27 0.547 SFR
57 Laurens St 1 13516 1370 3 1165 2 19 0.476 SFR
55 Laurens St 2 14891 2004 4 2075 2 27 0.817 CNU
53 Laurens St 1 8915 2156 3 1198 2 38 0.994 SFR
51 Laurens St 2 5046 1456 2 605 2 41 0.817 SFR
49 Laurens St 2 5180 1541 3 497 2 39 1.084 SFR
47 Laurens St 2 5064 1090 2 22 0.430 CNU
45 Laurens St 2 9224 1640 3 1040 2 29 0.759 SFR
43 Laurens St 1 5143 1332 3 26 0.777 SFR
41 Laurens St 1 5303 1540 2 29 0.581 SFR
39 Laurens St 1 7461 1849 2 25 0.496 SFR
66 Society St 3 7280 1731 3 2499 2 58 1.400 CNU
64 Society St 1 6148 2184 3 36 1.066 SFR
62 Society St 1 8909 2273 3 1719 2 45 1.151 SFR
60 Society St 2 8429 2601 2 702 2 39 0.784 SFR
58 Society St 2 8254 2633 3 778 2 41 1.146 SFR
56 Society St 2 16539 2505 3 691 2 19 0.538 SFR
54 Society St 1 4993 2235 2 840 2 62 1.232 SMA
52 Society St 1 4535 1746 3 39 1.155 SFR
48 Society St 1 5471 2513 2 46 0.919 SFR
46 Society St 3 4643 2013 3 1076 2 67 1.764 SFR
44 Society St 2 7739 1878 2 24 0.485 SFR
42 Society St 1 7439 1941 2 431 2 32 0.638 SFR
40 Society St 1 4441 1530 3 600 2 48 1.304 SFR
38 Society St 1 3914 717 2 18 0.366 SFR
36 Society St 1 6542 2330 3 717 2 47 1.288 SFR
34 Society St 2 7733 2408 3 748 2 41 1.128 CNU
32 Society St 2 7503 1942 3 827 2 37 0.997 SFR
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30 Society St 2 3976 940 2 420 2 34 0.684 SFR
67 Society St 3 7000 2574 2 833 2 49 0.973 SMA
63 Society St 1 6160 2684 3 44 1.307 SFR
61 Society St 1 1997 1521 3 76 2.285 SFR
59 Society St 2 3865 1235 3 731 2 51 1.337 SFR
57 Society St 1 4103 1614 3 39 1.180 SFR
55 Society St 1 7855 3397 3 43 1.297 CNU
51 Society St 1 3882 1653 3 43 1.277 ROW
49 Society St 1 2637 1257 3 48 1.430 ROW
43 Society St 3 4359 1406 3 987 2 55 1.421 SFR
41 Society St 1 3439 1267 2 233 2 44 0.872 SFR
39 Society St 2 3759 1376 2 354 2 46 0.920 SFR
35 Society St 2 7348 2701 3 694 1 46 1.197 CNU
33 Society St 1 4215 1579 2 37 0.749 CNU
31 Society St 1 4054 1660 2 41 0.819 SFR
29 Society St 1 4545 2527 2 56 1.112 SMA
46 Wentworth St 1 2323 798 2 34 0.687 SFR
44 Wentworth St 1 3430 1527 3 45 1.336 SFR
42 Wentworth St 2 4461 1842 3 743 3 58 1.738 SMA
40 Wentworth St 0 5309 0 0 0.000 Vacant
38 Wentworth St 1 2161 1067 3 49 1.481 SFR
34 Wentworth St 1 11187 5042 2 45 0.901 SPL
32 Wentworth St 2 3617 1373 2 435 2 50 1.000 SFR
30 Wentworth St 1 2426 803 2 33 0.662 SFR
28 Wentworth St 1 1671 1285 2 77 1.538 SFR
26 Wentworth St 1 926 630 2 68 1.361 SFR
24 Wentworth St 2 6937 1820 3 249 1 30 0.823 SFR
20 Wentworth St 1 2613 1217 3 47 1.397 SFR
18 Wentworth St 1 3483 1204 3 35 1.037 ROW
16 Wentworth St 1 3212 1741 4 54 2.168 SFR
12 Wentworth St 1 3073 1261 2 41 0.821 SFR
10 Wentworth St 1 3773 1362 2 606 2 52 1.043 SFR
8 Wentworth St 1 3730 1672 3 45 1.345 SFR
6 Wentworth St 1 3966 2008 2 51 1.013 SFR
4 Wentworth St 1 3834 1846 2 48 0.963 SFR
45 Wentworth St 0 4884 0 0 0.000 Vacant
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43 Wentworth St 2 15962 9014 2 56 1.129 CER
35 Wentworth St 1 2780 919 2 220 2 41 0.819 SFR
33 Wentworth St 1 3401 1350 2 736 2 61 1.227 SFR
31 Wentworth St 1 2360 1033 2 44 0.875 SFR
29 Wentworth St 1 3289 1155 2 35 0.702 DUP
27 Wentworth St 2 4443 1914 2 43 0.862 SFR
25 Wentworth St 1 2088 899 2 43 0.861 ROW
23 Wentworth St 2 6313 1616 2 750 2 37 0.750 SFR
21 Wentworth St 2 4862 1626 2 363 2 41 0.818 SFR
19 Wentworth St 2 5506 1306 2 413 2 31 0.624 SFR
17 Wentworth St 2 4101 1873 2 343 2 54 1.081 SFR
15 Wentworth St 2 4193 1381 3 404 2 43 1.181 SFR
13 Wentworth St 1 3573 1438 2 40 0.805 ROW
11 Wentworth St 1 1976 830 2 42 0.840 SFR
9 Wentworth St 1 1952 857 2 44 0.878 ROW
7 Wentworth St 1 2086 752 2 36 0.721 ROW
5 Wentworth St 1 1885 876 2 46 0.929 ROW
3 Wentworth St 1 2094 875 2 261 2 54 1.085 ROW
66 Hasell St 1 5867 2030 2 35 0.692 COM
64 Hasell St 2 8853 2235 3 1027 2 37 0.989 HTL
60 Hasell St 5 17578 1875 2 3163 2 29 0.573 SFR
54 Hasell St 2 20407 2957 2 711 2 18 0.359 SFR
52 Hasell St 2 7161 2064 3 653 2 38 1.047 CRC
50 Hasell St 3 20953 12331 2 908 2 63 1.264 CER
46 Hasell St 0 3333 0 0 0.000 Vacant
44 Hasell St 1 6650 2096 2 600 2 41 0.811 SFR
42 Hasell St 2 6577 2770 3 919 2 56 1.543 CNU
40 Hasell St 2 6446 2028 3 638 2 41 1.142 SFR
38 Hasell St 1 7841 2378 3 971 3 43 1.281 SFR
36 Hasell St 2 4717 1655 2 491 2 45 0.910 SFR
34 Hasell St 1 2416 1742 2 330 2 86 1.715 CRC
32 Hasell St 2 3336 1327 2 433 2 53 1.055 SFR
30 Hasell St 2 3460 1544 2 920 2 71 1.424 SFR
28 Hasell St 2 4119 3516 2 85 1.707 COM
65 Hasell St 0 6887 0 0 0.000 Vacant
63 Hasell St 0 12204 0 0 0.000 Vacant
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59 Hasell St 0 8626 0 0 0.000 Vacant
57 Hasell St 1 16680 7062 1 42 0.423 COM
55 Hasell St 2 10328 2172 3 1367 2 34 0.896 CNU
53 Hasell St 2 7807 2113 3 554 2 34 0.954 CNU
51 Hasell St 1 3151 1141 3 36 1.086 DUP
47 Hasell St 1 2721 1326 2 49 0.975 SFR
45 Hasell St 1 4773 2207 3 46 1.387 SFR
43 Hasell St 3 5353 1595 2 1077 2 50 0.998 SFR
41 Hasell St 2 5281 1641 2 643 2 43 0.865 SFR
37 Hasell St 3 10064 2341 3 1332 2 36 0.963 SFR
35 Hasell St 2 5505 1976 3 1015 2 54 1.446 CNU
33 Hasell St 2 6860 1667 2 873 2 37 0.741 SFR
31 Hasell St 1 4178 1199 2 272 2 35 0.704 SFR
29 Hasell St 1 2606 1116 2 416 2 59 1.176 SFR
46 Pinckney St 1 3886 1256 2 191 2 37 0.745 CRC
40 Pinckney St 2 8095 2777 3 34 1.029 HTL
38 Pinckney St 2 6826 3347 1 49 0.490 COM
34 Pinckney St 1 2172 1023 2 47 0.942 SFR
32 Pinckney St 1 1922 920 2 48 0.957 SFR
30 Pinckney St 1 2869 1499 2 52 1.045 COM
22 Pinckney St 0 4978 0 0.000 Vacant
20 Pinckney St 0 7616 0 0.000 Vacant
18 Pinckney St 1 3707 1788 2 48 0.965 RST
14 Pinckney St 1 3915 1757 1 45 0.449 SFR
12 Pinckney St 1 3557 1095 1 31 0.308 COM
310 Meeting St 1 11292 7900 5 70 3.498 HTL
304 Meeting St 2 19313 5673 2 1282 3 36 0.787 COM
300 Meeting St 1 4606 1272 2 28 0.552 SMA
298 Meeting St 2 11204 2701 3 634 2 30 0.836 SMA
292 Meeting St 2 23003 7069 2 31 0.615 COM
288 Meeting St 1 17234 9411 4 55 2.184 OFC
286 Meeting St 2 12116 2696 4 2843 2 46 1.359 CNU
284 Meeting St 1 15048 3060 1 20 0.203 COM
280 Meeting St 2 21601 9061 2 3663 1 59 1.009 COM
278 Meeting St 3 8293 2683 2 634 1 40 0.724 COM
276 Meeting St 1 3965 1440 2 36 0.726 COM
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272 Meeting St 1 5824 2375 3 41 1.223 COM
266 Meeting St 2 5761 1721 3 30 0.896 COM
262 Meeting St 2 18242 5821 2 1086 1 38 0.698 SPL
256 Meeting St 1 7721 7062 2 91 1.829 OFC
254 Meeting St 0 6255 0 0 0.000 Vacant
252 Meeting St 2 3469 1392 3 916 1 67 1.468 HTL
250 Meeting St 0 4102 0 0 0.000 Vacant
248 Meeting St 0 2521 0 0 0.000 Vacant
246 Meeting St 0 1475 0 0 0.000 Vacant
238 Meeting St 0 8489 0 0 0.000 Vacant
232 Meeting St 1 4515 4197 1 93 0.930 RST
101 Anson St 0 6848 0 0 0.000 Vacant
91 Anson St 4 23038 8522 2 718 2 40 0.802 CER
79 Anson St 2 18133 1519 3 2816 2 24 0.562 SFR
75 Anson St 5 17954 2064 3 1898 2 22 0.556 CNU
71 Anson St 4 16042 2329 3 1960 2 27 0.680 SFR
67 Anson St 2 11335 2677 2 1375 1 36 0.594 CER
65 Anson St 1 2702 825 2 31 0.611 SFR
63 Anson St 1 2077 565 2 27 0.544 SFR
59 Anson St 1 2595 1755 3 68 2.029 DUP
57 Anson St 2 3847 792 2 385 2 31 0.612 SFR
53 Anson St 2 3236 1037 2 346 2 43 0.855 ROW
45 Anson St 1 3257 1156 2 35 0.710 SFR
27 Anson St 1 2884 1759 2 61 1.220 SFR
25 Anson St 1 2112 933 2 44 0.884 SFR
23 Anson St 1 2083 1180 2 57 1.133 SFR
21 Anson St 1 1916 1030 2 54 1.075 SFR
19 Anson St 1 1963 1474 2 75 1.502 SFR
17 Anson St 1 1982 1376 2 69 1.388 SFR
15 Anson St 1 1976 1041 2 53 1.054 SFR
13 Anson St 1 1810 1078 2 60 1.191 SFR
11 Anson St 1 2116 1182 2 56 1.117 SFR
82 Anson St 1 8667 2015 3 23 0.697 SFR
74 Anson St 1 3465 1541 2 44 0.889 SFR
72 Anson St 2 10964 1734 3 16 0.474 SFR
66 Anson St 1 6375 1375 3 353 2 27 0.758 SFR
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60 Anson St 1 1986 899 3 353 2 63 1.713 SFR
58 Anson St 1 2953 1016 2 455 2 50 0.996 SFR
50 Anson St 1 1701 1083 2 64 1.273 ROW
46 Anson St 2 2276 797 2 210 2 44 0.885 SFR
42 Anson St 1 5653 2049 2 36 0.725 SFR
34 Anson St 1 2593 1085 3 42 1.255 SFR
30 Anson St 1 5828 1757 3 30 0.904 SFR
28 Anson St 1 5225 3598 2 69 1.377 SFR
343 East Bay St 1 2582 798 2 31 0.618 COM
341 East Bay St 1 16663 3927 1 24 0.236 SPL
333 East Bay St 1 10828 6263 1 58 0.578 RST
329 East Bay St 2 11144 3386 3 761 2 37 1.048 TRI
325 East Bay St 0 8987 0 0 0.000 Vacant
321 East Bay St 1 15756 4059 3 26 0.773 COM
317 East Bay St 3 6942 1634 3 1745 2 49 1.209 HTL
315 East Bay St 2 5424 1488 2 630 2 39 0.781 HTL
313 East Bay St 1 6715 1099 3 1308 2 36 0.881 SFR
303 East Bay St 2 6731 1868 3 838 2 40 1.082 SFR
301 East Bay St 2 8468 1928 3 1160 2 36 0.957 CNU
299 East Bay St 2 10074 2450 1 24 0.243 COM
293 East Bay St 1 12947 5114 1 39 0.395 COM
291 East Bay St 1 8826 2722 2 31 0.617 CNU
289 East Bay St 2 2358 1303 1 55 0.553 COM
287 East Bay St 1 7148 5482 1 77 0.767 COM
285 East Bay St 1 4992 1794 1 36 0.359 COM
283 East Bay St 2 3620 1168 2 427 2 44 0.881 CNU
281 East Bay St 1 2332 533 2 23 0.457 SFR
273 East Bay St 1 7991 4442 1 56 0.556 COM
267 East Bay St 2 18860 4938 1 26 0.262 COM
259 East Bay St 1 31497 9277 3 29 0.884 CNU
255 East Bay St 1 12292 3858 1 31 0.314 COM
48 Alexander St 1 4740 2788 2 59 1.176 CER
38 Alexander St 1 2390 551 2 23 0.461 COM
5 Alexander St 2 4589 1264 3 431 2 37 1.014 SFR
8 Alexander St 1 2091 782 2 211 2 47 0.950 SFR
6 Alexander St 1 3952 855 2 22 0.433 SFR
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5 Wall St 1 4946 1916 2 39 0.775 SFR
3 Wall St 1 4688 1604 2 34 0.684 SFR
1 Wall St 1 4267 1969 2 46 0.923 SFR
5 Maiden Ln 1 3158 1517 5 48 2.402 SFR
9 Maiden Ln 1 24190 6818 3 28 0.846 HTL
6 Maiden Ln 0 3343 0 0 0.000 Vacant
4 Maiden Ln 1 3436 1091 3 32 0.953 SFR
2 Maiden Ln 1 3619 1056 4 29 1.167 SFR
3 Motley Ln 1 3899 1008 3 26 0.776 SFR
5 Motley Ln 1 2198 2198 2 100 2.000 ROW
7 Motley Ln 1 3756 1913 2 51 1.019 ROW
1 Motley Ln 1 2310 785 2 34 0.680 SFR
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209 Calhoun St 0 4950 0 0 0.000 Vacant
207 Calhoun St 2 7242 1939 3 1105 2 42 1.108 COM
203 Calhoun St 1 133449 56053 3 42 1.260 SPL
197 Calhoun St 9 86287 33296 325 39 SPL
159 Calhoun St 1 21875 15871 6 73 4.353 SPL
19 Green St (Way) 8 81823 51597 2084 66 SPL
30 Bull St 1 2919 2025 2 69 1.387 DUP
24 Bull St 2 11607 1667 3 1288 2 25 0.653 SPL
18 Bull St 3 22284 3457 3 1630 2 23 0.612 SPL
12 Bull St 2 8165 2137 2 384 2 31 0.618 SPL
8 Bull St 1 3208 1391 2 43 0.867 SPL
6 Bull St 1 2957 1365 2 46 0.923 SPL
4 Bull St 1 2886 1472 2 51 1.020 SPL
2 Bull St 1 3223 1371 2 43 0.851 SPL
19 Bull St 1 6995 1713 2 24 0.490 SMA
17 Bull St 1 6789 2023 2 30 0.596 SFR
15 Bull St 1 6692 2354 2 35 0.704 SFR
11 Bull St 2 9042 2289 3 576 2 32 0.887 SMA
9 Bull St 2 3705 644 2 690 2 36 0.720 DUP
5 Bull St 2 1949 724 2 233 2 49 0.982 SFR
66 George St 3 73993 18545 25 SPL
40 George St 3 96285 54205 56 SPL
50 George St 1 23392 21015 3 90 2.695 CER
0 George St 11 122200 66464 1530 56 SPL
59 George St 1 27498 21963 5 80 3.994 CNU
43 George St 3 23482 15631 67 COM
18 Montagu St 2 9861 3102 2 1434 2 46 0.920 SMA
16 Montagu St 2 6022 1750 3 939 2 45 1.184 SMA
14 Montagu St 2 10047 1988 2 708 1 27 0.466 SFR
12 Montagu St 2 23784 3216 3 612 2 16 0.457 SFR
8 Montagu St 1 8006 1514 2 19 0.378 SFR
6 Montagu St 1 12133 2602 3 21 0.643 SMA
4 Montagu St 1 4609 1997 2 43 0.867 SFR
2 Montagu St 1 3621 1676 2 46 0.926 SFR
15 Montagu St 1 2291 1338 2 58 1.168 SFR
13 Montagu St 1 13241 2475 2 19 0.374 SFR
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11 Montagu St 3 11752 1903 3 956 2 24 0.648 SFR
7 Montagu St 1 2338 1228 2 53 1.050 SFR
5 Montagu St 1 1123 757 2 67 1.348 SFR
3 Montagu St 2 1282 435 1 105 42 0.339 SFR
1 Montagu St 1 6906 1433 3 21 0.623 TRI
0 Liberty St 1 35706 24730 6 69 4.156 SPL
4 Liberty St 1 2389 1024 1 43 0.429 COM
9 Liberty St 3 41450 26878 65 SPL
132 Wentworth St 2 5022 1461 3 401 1 37 0.953 SFR
130 Wentworth St 1 4299 1611 2 37 0.749 SFR
128 Wentworth St 2 10311 2968 3 1818 2 46 1.216 SMA
126 Wentworth St 2 5803 1750 3 1241 2 52 1.332 HTL
124 Wentworth St 1 5162 2347 2 45 0.909 SMA
122 Wentworth St 1 9049 2371 3 26 0.786 SFR
120 Wentworth St 1 7895 2839 3 36 1.079 SFR
118 Wentworth St 1 1651 1320 2 80 1.599 SFR
116 Wentworth St 1 3092 1580 2 51 1.022 DUP
114 Wentworth St 2 3009 2066 2 69 1.373 COM
98 Wentworth St 2 59584 19255 32 CER
96 Wentworth St 1 4583 4583 3 100 3.000 SPL
94 Wentworth St 1 9002 1079 1 12 0.120 COM
92 Wentworth St 1 4687 1967 3 42 1.259 SFR
90 Wentworth St 2 3377 1283 2 523 53 0.760 TRI
88 Wentworth St 2 3517 1304 2 473 51 0.742 COM
86 Wentworth St 1 3426 3344 3 98 2.928 COM
84 Wentworth St 1 6184 5492 3 89 2.664 COM
82 Wentworth St 1 3343 2934 2 88 1.755 COM
131 Wentworth St 1 1406 1400 2 100 1.991 COM
129 Wentworth St 1 1746 1528 2 88 1.750 ROW
127 Wentworth St 1 4947 2123 2 43 0.858 SFR
125 Wentworth St 2 5207 1734 2 602 2 45 0.897 SFR
123 Wentworth St 1 6583 2765 2 42 0.840 CNU
121 Wentworth St 1 6420 2196 2 34 0.684 COM
117 Wentworth St 2 17005 4593 2 27 0.540 CNU
115 Wentworth St 2 6618 2430 2 37 0.734 COM
107 Wentworth St 1 11724 1052 3 9 0.269 SPL
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105 Wentworth St 1 5837 2034 2 35 0.697 SPL
103 Wentworth St 1 5337 1945 2 36 0.729 SPL
101 Wentworth St 1 4890 1501 2 31 0.614 SPL
99 Wentworth St 1 5433 1481 2 27 0.545 SPL
97 Wentworth St 2 6277 867 2 706 2 25 0.501 SPL
95 Wentworth St 0 5812 0 0 0.000 Vacant
91 Wentworth St 1 7868 6792 1 86 0.863 SPL
89 Wentworth St 2 4814 1767 2 37 0.734 ROW
87 Wentworth St 2 3810 882 3 693 2 41 1.058 OFC
85 Wentworth St 1 1734 1164 1 67 0.671 COM
79 Wentworth St 1 8734 4121 1 47 0.472 COM
77 Wentworth St 1 5441 3209 3 59 1.769 CNU
75 Wentworth St 4 14419 12246 85 CNU
78 Beaufain St 1 2431 1595 2 66 1.312 DUP
76 Beaufain St 1 2357 0 409 2 17 0.347 SFR
74 Beaufain St 1 2293 1228 2 54 1.071 TRI
72 Beaufain St 1 4277 1787 2 42 0.836 TRI
70 Beaufain St 2 4531 2533 2 56 1.118 COM
68 Beaufain St 1 4875 2562 2 53 1.051 SMA
66 Beaufain St 2 4334 1686 2 599 1 53 0.916 SFR
64 Beaufain St 1 4539 1664 3 37 1.100 TRI
20 Beaufain St 3 126657 26393 2 21 0.417 SPL
0 Beaufain St 12 147597 34958 24 APT
0 Beaufain St 0 3789 0 0 0.000 Vacant
47 Beaufain St 0 13208 0 0 0.000 Vacant
23 Beaufain St 0 4165 0 0 0.000 Vacant
164 Market St 1 35039 12016 1 34 0.343 COM
156 Market St 0 2627 0 0 0.000 Vacant
152 Market St 1 3143 2532 2 81 1.611 HTL
175 Market St 1 30295 11216 4 37 1.481 SPL
19 Princess St 1 1478 1258 2 85 1.702 COM
17 Princess St 1 5271 5183 2 98 1.967 COM
19 West St 1 1591 958 2 60 1.204 SFR
17 West St 1 1557 1031 2 66 1.324 SFR
15 West St 1 1543 534 2 35 0.692 SFR
11 West St 1 2839 983 3 35 1.039 CNU
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9 West St 1 3082 1330 2 43 0.863 CNU
7 West St 1 4343 1414 2 33 0.651 CNU
5 West St 0 4263 0 0 0.000 Vacant
3 West St 1 4166 2096 2 50 1.006 SFR
20 Fulton St 1 2488 1172 2 47 0.942 COM
18 Fulton St 1 1691 728 2 43 0.861 COM
16 Fulton St 1 1563 682 2 44 0.873 COM
14 Fulton St 1 2440 710 2 29 0.582 COM
17 Fulton St 0 2890 0 0 0.000 Vacant
15 Fulton St 0 3021 0 0 0.000 Vacant
11 Fulton St 1 8582 2007 3 23 0.702 COM
9 Fulton St 0 5057 0 0 0.000 Vacant
7 Fulton St 1 2809 2680 2 95 1.908 TRI
5 Fulton St 1 1650 885 2 54 1.073 RST
24 Clifford St 1 2447 738 2 30 0.603 SFR
22 Clifford St 0 6361 0 0 0.000 Vacant
16 Clifford St 1 1918 1045 2 54 1.090 SFR
14 Clifford St 1 1589 0 173 1 11 0.109 CER
12 Clifford St 1 1299 909 2 70 1.400 SFR
10 Clifford St 1 1220 884 2 72 1.449 SFR
8 Clifford St 0 3197 0 0 0.000 Vacant
5 Clifford St 2 46306 15280 33 SPL
12 Magazine St 1 1450 944 2 65 1.302 COM
10 Magazine St 0 900 0 0 0.000 Vacant
2 Magazine St 0 11395 0 0 0.000 Vacant
21 Magazine St 1 40761 7772 3 19 0.572 COM
19 Magazine St 0 7316 0 0 0.000 Vacant
17 Magazine St 1 3048 1086 2 36 0.713 SFR
15 Magazine St 0 2732 0 0 0.000 Vacant
11 Magazine St 1 3808 1173 2 31 0.616 SFR
9 Magazine St 2 4419 1087 2 943 2 46 0.919 SFR
7 Magazine St 1 3487 917 2 26 0.526 SFR
5 Magazine St 1 3532 1496 2 42 0.847 SFR
3 Magazine St 2 3473 1127 2 376 2 43 0.866 SFR
1 Magazine St 1 3864 1639 2 42 0.848 SFR
0 Magazine St 0 6581 0 0 0.000 Vacant
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4 Gateway Walk 1 4766 2204 2 46 0.925 SFR
3 Gateway Walk 1 2198 491 2 22 0.447 SFR
0 Jacobs Alley 0 1391 0 0 0.000 Vacant
21 Jacobs Alley 1 1732 635 2 37 0.733 SFR
19 Jacobs Alley 1 2002 1353 2 68 1.352 SFR
15 Jacobs Alley 0 1295 0 0 0.000 Vacant
13 Jacobs Alley 1 1237 1237 2 100 2.000 DUP
11 Jacobs Alley 1 1532 1224 2 80 1.598 SFR
9 Jacobs Alley 0 839 0 0 0.000 Vacant
7 Jacobs Alley 0 894 0 0 0.000 Vacant
5 Jacobs Alley 0 3392 0 0 0.000 Vacant
24 Charlestowne Ct 1 1176 675 2 57 1.148 TWH
22 Charlestowne Ct 1 1163 834 2 72 1.434 TWH
20 Charlestowne Ct 1 1199 704 2 59 1.174 TWH
18 Charlestowne Ct 1 1182 836 2 71 1.415 TWH
16 Charlestowne Ct 1 1157 793 2 69 1.371 TWH
14 Charlestowne Ct 1 1266 713 2 56 1.126 TWH
12 Charlestowne Ct 1 1162 833 2 72 1.434 TWH
10 Charlestowne Ct 1 1150 763 2 66 1.327 TWH
8 Charlestowne Ct 1 1327 1055 2 80 1.590 TWH
6 Charlestowne Ct 1 1182 711 2 60 1.203 TWH
4 Charlestowne Ct 1 1151 756 2 66 1.314 TWH
2 Charlestowne Ct 1 1762 1057 2 60 1.200 TWH
144 Queen St 1 4442 1877 2 42 0.845 DUP
140 Queen St 1 9350 2035 2 22 0.435 SFR
136 Queen St 1 3790 1744 2 46 0.920 DUP
134 Queen St 1 3937 1797 2 46 0.913 DUP
132 Queen St 1 3769 1791 2 48 0.950 TRI
130 Queen St 2 2682 1639 2 61 1.222 TWH
128 Queen St 2 3186 2131 2 67 1.338 TWH
126 Queen St 1 1982 981 2 49 0.990 TWH
124 Queen St 1 1140 800 2 70 1.404 TWH
122 Queen St 1 1101 819 2 74 1.488 TWH
120 Queen St 1 1157 790 2 68 1.366 TWH
118 Queen St 1 5468 2502 3 46 1.373 SFR
116 Queen St 1 5369 2086 2 39 0.777 DUP
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114 Queen St 2 5779 3440 2 60 1.191 SFR
112 Queen St 1 3313 2018 2 61 1.218 SFR
110 Queen St 1 3955 1855 2 47 0.938 SFR
108 Queen St 1 3104 2021 2 65 1.302 CNU
106 Queen St 1 3877 1817 2 47 0.937 CNU
104 Queen St 1 3914 1799 2 46 0.919 CNU
102 Queen St 2 4124 1730 2 279 1 49 0.907 SFR
100 Queen St 2 4123 1607 2 687 1 56 0.946 SFR
96 Queen St 2 3985 1158 2 764 2 48 0.965 CNU
94 Queen St 1 5202 3062 2 59 1.177 SMA
92 Queen St 1 3870 730 2 19 0.377 DUP
90 Queen St 1 1626 1243 2 76 1.529 COM
60 Pitt St 1 1822 964 2 53 1.058 DUP
58 Pitt St 2 3497 1313 2 219 2 44 0.876 TRI
50 Pitt St 0 11301 0 0 0.000 COM
48 Pitt St 1 3472 1654 2 48 0.953 SFR
46 Pitt St 1 2494 978 2 39 0.784 SFR
44 Pitt St 1 1775 985 2 55 1.110 SFR
42 Pitt St 1 1938 912 2 47 0.941 SFR
40 Pitt St 1 2175 1128 2 52 1.037 DUP
38 Pitt St 1 2368 1338 2 57 1.130 SFR
36 Pitt St 1 8888 2349 4 26 1.057 SMA
34 Pitt St 1 9673 3031 1 31 0.313 SPL
32 Pitt St 1 6250 2175 2 35 0.696 SFR
30 Pitt St 2 7101 2480 3 930 2 48 1.310 SMA
28 Pitt St 1 4928 2373 3 48 1.445 COM
26 Pitt St 1 3195 1632 2 51 1.022 SFR
24 Pitt St 1 4091 1408 2 34 0.688 SFR
22 Pitt St 3 7373 2389 2 32 0.648 TWH
20 Pitt St 1 3735 1660 2 44 0.889 TRI
18 Pitt St 1 4232 1777 2 42 0.840 DUP
16 Pitt St 2 4556 1510 3 954 2 54 1.413 SMA
14 Pitt St 1 1461 974 2 67 1.333 SFR
12 Pitt St 0 4080 0 0 0.000 Vacant
10 Pitt St 1 4115 1689 2 41 0.821 SFR
8 Pitt St 1 3739 1616 2 43 0.864 DUP
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6 Pitt St 1 3268 1860 2 57 1.138 DUP
4 Pitt St 1 3040 1253 2 41 0.824 SFR
2 Pitt St 1 3212 1241 2 39 0.773 SFR
71 Coming St 0 12156 0 0 0.000 CRC
69 Coming St 2 13587 3561 2 26 0.524 SPL
65 Coming St 1 5009 2449 2 49 0.978 DUP
59 Coming St 1 2610 1322 2 51 1.013 SPL
57 Coming St 1 4354 1555 2 36 0.714 SFR
55 Coming St 1 4358 796 2 18 0.365 SPL
45 Coming St 2 12601 2416 1 765 1 25 0.252 SPL
43 Coming St 1 3398 1601 2 47 0.942 SPL
41 Coming St 1 4470 901 2 20 0.403 DUP
39 Coming St 1 1430 775 2 54 1.084 SFR
37 Coming St 1 2120 975 2 46 0.920 SFR
35 Coming St 2 3957 1510 2 346 1 47 0.851 SPL
33 Coming St 1 4067 2275 2 56 1.119 TRI
31 Coming St 1 4909 2069 3 42 1.264 SMA
29 Coming St 1 5931 1696 2 29 0.572 SFR
27 Coming St 1 3805 1364 2 36 0.717 DUP
23 Coming St 1 3030 1478 2 49 0.976 DUP
21 Coming St 1 2776 1562 2 56 1.125 SFR
17 Coming St 1 2380 1284 2 54 1.079 DUP
15 Coming St 1 5801 2483 3 43 1.284 SMA
13 Coming St 2 14069 1455 2 10 0.207 TRI
9 Coming St 1 2472 643 2 26 0.520 SFR
7 Coming St 1 2337 965 2 41 0.826 SFR
5 Coming St 2 3322 1188 2 448 1 49 0.850 DUP
3 Coming St 1 2700 1113 2 41 0.824 DUP
1 Coming St 1 3483 2718 3 78 2.341 COM
30 Coming St 1 4561 1083 24 0.000 Vacant
28 Coming St 1 4716 769 2 16 0.326 SMA
20 Coming St 1 18255 16675 4 91 3.654 SPL
14 Coming St 1 4788 540 2 11 0.226 SPL
12 Coming St 1 3457 1084 2 31 0.627 DUP
8 Coming St 1 3631 1502 2 41 0.827 CNU
4 Coming St 1 1842 942 2 51 1.023 TWH
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2 Coming St 1 1996 822 2 41 0.824 TWH
24 St Phillip St 1 30542 30500 5 100 4.993 COM
14 St Phillip St 1 2561 1727 3 67 2.023 COM
12 St Phillip St 1 56099 40810 73 0.000 Vacant
1 Montagu Ct 1 1381 730 2 53 1.057 SFR
3 Montagu Ct 1 1794 815 2 45 0.909 SFR
5 Montagu Ct 1 1101 615 2 56 1.117 SFR
7 Montagu Ct 1 1319 673 2 51 1.020 SFR
9 Montagu Ct 1 1669 554 2 33 0.664 SFR
2 Montagu Ct 1 1628 861 2 53 1.058 SFR
4 Montagu Ct 0 1608 0 2 0 0.000 Vacant
6 Montagu Ct 1 1380 793 2 57 1.149 DUP
8 Montagu Ct 1 1343 775 2 58 1.154 SFR
10 Montagu Ct 1 1485 590 2 40 0.795 SFR
15 Kirkland Ln 1 4548 2151 2 47 0.946 SMA
7 Kirkland Ln 4 9098 4022 2 44 0.884 CNU
5 Kirkland Ln 1 2840 1148 2 40 0.808 SFR
14 Kirkland Ln 1 2445 1366 2 56 1.117 DUP
6 Kirkland Ln 1 1753 1124 2 64 1.282 DUP
16 College St (Way) 6 78370 65358 83 SPL
9 Glebe St 10 105663 30753 287 29 SPL
7 Glebe St 1 12889 6407 2 50 0.994 SPL
4 Glebe St 1 4681 2120 2 45 0.906 DUP
20 Franklin St 1 7357 2858 3 39 1.165 COM
0 Franklin St 3 41425 7281 2 18 0.352 APT
103 Logan St 1 4554 2460 2 54 1.080 COM
99 Logan St 1 4375 1545 2 35 0.706 SFR
97 Logan St 1 6435 1198 2 19 0.372 SFR
95 Logan St 1 6902 2333 2 34 0.676 TRI
91 Logan St 2 6479 2120 2 810 2 45 0.904 SFR
89 Logan St 2 6797 1985 2 810 2 41 0.822 SFR
87 Logan St 2 6696 1866 2 922 2 42 0.833 TRI
85 Logan St 1 4053 805 2 20 0.397 SFR
144 Logan St 1 32458 13186 13 41 5.281 SPL
138 Logan St 2 2699 1576 2 568 2 79 1.589 SPL
132 Logan St 1 3104 997 2 32 0.642 SMA
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130 Logan St 1 2170 1195 2 55 1.101 SFR
128 Logan St 1 3984 1060 2 27 0.532 DUP
126 Logan St 1 4101 515 2 13 0.251 SFR
124 Logan St 3 4873 1674 2 664 2 48 0.960 SFR
122 Logan St 3 10104 6281 3 62 1.865 COM
116 Logan St 0 3920 0 0 0.000 Vacant
110 Logan St 3 3864 2151 2 56 1.113 SFR
108 Logan St 0 1355 0 0 0.000 Vacant
102 Logan St 1 2349 1346 2 57 1.146 DUP
98 Logan St 1 2552 1324 2 52 1.038 SFR
90 Logan St 1 1878 1022 2 54 1.088 TWH
88 Logan St 1 1316 771 2 59 1.172 TWH
86 Logan St 1 1309 913 2 70 1.395 TWH
84 Logan St 1 1361 839 2 62 1.233 TWH
82 Logan St 1 1380 851 2 62 1.233 TWH
80 Logan St 1 1491 997 2 67 1.337 TWH
78 Logan St 1 1177 878 2 75 1.492 TWH
76 Logan St 1 1257 848 2 67 1.349 TWH
74 Logan St 1 1338 694 2 52 1.037 TWH
72 Logan St 1 1294 816 2 63 1.261 TWH
49 Archdale St 1 4715 2651 3 56 1.687 CNU
33 Archdale St 0 11117 0 0 0.000 Vacant
31 Archdale St 2 7256 1362 2 631 2 27 0.549 CNU
29 Archdale St 2 6550 857 2 438 2 20 0.395 SFR
27 Archdale St 3 10633 1384 2 2167 2 33 0.668 DUP
25 Archdale St 1 11142 1575 2 14 0.283 SFR
23 Archdale St 2 10210 2306 3 1677 2 39 1.006 SMA
21 Archdale St 4 10731 2751 3 3044 2 54 1.336 SMA
19 Archdale St 1 8846 2593 2 29 0.586 CRC
17 Archdale St 1 5324 2005 2 38 0.753 SFR
13 Archdale St 8 54390 31935 59 SPL
32 Archdale St 0 2509 0 0 0.000 Vacant
28 Archdale St 1 1504 627 2 42 0.834 TWH
26 Archdale St 1 1548 970 2 63 1.253 TWH
24 Archdale St 1 2086 1163 2 56 1.115 TWH
20 Archdale St 1 4233 1276 1 30 0.301 COM
10
0
18 Archdale St 1 3603 1434 2 40 0.796 SFR
16 Archdale St 2 2353 1161 2 463 2 69 0.987 SFR
8 Archdale St 3 54087 9841 18 SPL
2 Archdale St 1 1707 1124 2 66 1.317 SFR
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